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Current Topics. 


The Way to Success at the Bar. 

In the course of his address last week to the students at 
Edinburgh University, Lord HALDANE touched on the old 
question of how to win success at the bar, and quoted Lord 
ELDON’s saying that the only way was “to live like a hermit 
and work like a horse.” A contemporary reminds us that the 
same dilatory Chancellor is responsible for the dictum that 
“nothing does a young barrister so much good as a little 
starvation.” Successful barristers will know what to think 
of these sayings, and the barrister who is still in the hopeful 
stage will at least do well to try the virtues of working like a 
horse. In fact, success at the bar, as elsewhere, comes in many 
ways, the golden way being through influential connections, 
But these only give the opportunity, and connections count for 


| little in the absence of ability and hard work: while, on the 
other hand, ability and hard work usually make opportunities 
| for themselves. 


| Bills of Sale and Deduction of Costs. 


Ir HAS bcen of recent years so generally assumed that the 


| statement of the consideration in a bill of sale must be the 


sum actually paid without deducting expenses, that the decision 


| of the Divisional Court in London and Provincial Discount Co. v. 
| Jones (reported elsewhere), comes rather as a surprise. 
| section 8 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, the bill of sale has to set 


Under 


f 1882 
truly set forth the consideration ; and under 
section 12 of the latter Act, a bill of sale given in con- 
sideration of a sum under £30 is void. In Ez parte 
Challoner (15 Ch. D,, 260), under the Act of 1878, it was 
held that the bill of sale was not vitiated because the grantee 
retained a sum for costs out of the amount stated as the con- 


sideration ; but this was virtually overruled by Ez parte Firth 


(19 Ch. D. 419), where it was heid that only a debt actually 
| due could be treated as part of the consideration, and the costs 


are not a debt till after the transaction is completed : sce 
also Darlow v. Bland (1897, 1 Q. B. 125). In the present case 
the consideration in the bill of sale was stated to be £30, but 


he 
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£2 2s. was deducted for costs, and only £27 18s. actually paid over 
The Divisional Court rev erted to Ez parte Challinor, and held the 
bill to be good : but we fear that this result, however reasonable 
itself, cannot safely be relied on, 


Mortgagees and Fixtures, 


THE DECISION of the Court of Appeal in 2e Morison, Jones & 
Taylor (reported elsewhere) 1s an interesting affirmation of the 
doctrine of Fe Samuel Allen d& Sons (1907, 1 Ch. 575), that the 
owner of machinery or other articles which are attached to land 
under a hire-purchase agreement has an equitable interest in 
them which will prevail against a purchaser of the land who does 
not obtain the legal estate. The hardship of the law as regards 
the owners of such artic'es is well known, and if the articles are 
still attached to the land when a legal mortgagee without notice 
of the agreement goes into possession, the owner loses his right 
to remove them: //obson v. Gorringe (1897, 1 Ch. 182); Reynolds 
v. Ashby & Son (1904, A. C. 466), But while the title of a legal 
mortgagee without notice prevails over that of the owner of the 
articles, and, where these have been added after the mortgage, 
enables him to take an unexpected accretion to his security at | 
the owner's expense, it is different where the mortgagee’s title 
is equitable merely ; and the case being then one of competing 
equities, the owner's equitable right to remove the goods, if prior 
in time, prevails. On this principle, PARKER, J., decided in 
favour of the owner of the machinery, the title to which was in 
question in Samuel Allen & Sons (supra), and the Court of Appeal 
have given a similar decision in the present case, where the 
conflict Jay between the owner of the fixture and debenture- 
holders whose security was only equitable. 





| 


The Crown Officers. 


THE RECENT appointment to the office of Attorney-General 
leads naturally to the question, What are the duties of the 
Attorney-General? It may be said, without much exaggeration, 
that the public at large have very little knowledge on the 
subject. ‘The Attorney-Gencral is a great officer of the State, 
the legal representative of the Crown in the law courts and 
the Huuse of Commons, and ez-officio head of the bar. His 
duties, particularly tbose connected with criminal procedure 
and the different departments of the Government, have 
always been heavy, and have not been materially lightened 
by additiins to the legal staff of these departments. But 
until quite recent times the law officers were entitled to 
accept private practice without restriction, and the Treasury 
Minute depriving them of this privilege was strenuously resisted 
by some of the leading members of the profession. It will be 
remembered that the change prevented Sir EDWARD CLARKE 
from resuming office. As for the Solicitor-General, the whole busi- 
ness and authority of the Attorney-General may occasionally 
devolve upon him in case the ofticve of the superior officer 
becomes vacant or he is under disability from ill-health. Under 
normal circumstances the legal business of the different depart 
ments of the Crown is distributed between Attorney and 
Solicitor-General. Where one of these officers has practised in 
the common law courts he will natually take the lead in 
criminal cases, leaving his colleague, if a Chancery practitioner, 
to appear in cases peculiarly within his province. There will 
always be a residue of cases suited to the capacity and attain- 
ments of either officer, and these cases are, we believe, the sub- 
ject of an equitable division with no rigid order or method 


Maintenance and a ‘‘ Lawful Interest,” 


THAT NO man bas any “lawful interest” in the character and 
reputation of another man, however closely united may be their 
business and social relationships, seems to be the effect of 
Alabaster v. Harness (1895, 1,Q. B. 339), and of the recent case of 
Oram v. Hutt (reported elsewhere), in which the Court of Appeal 
have more or less reluctantly followed that case. Two officials 
of a trade union brought a slander action to vindicate their 
character at the request of their union, which undertook to 
indemnify thom against the costs they might incur ; and in due 
course, by way of such indemnity, received considerable sums 





out of the funds of the association. A member brought an 
action to restrain the payment on the ground that it was wlfrv 


vires; and in the event this question turned on whether or not 
the agreement to indemnify the officials was illegal, as being 
within the principle of “maintenance.” Maintenance is a tort 
which is committed by any person who procures another, by 
means of pecuniary assistance, and without a lawful justification, 
to institute or carry on civil proceedings against a third person : 
Bradlaugh v. Newdegate (1883, 11 Q. B. D. 1). The policy of 
the law, of course, is to prevent persons of means using a man of 


straw to litigate nominally on his own account, but really on 


the instigator’s behalf, who, but for this principle, would enjoy 
the luxury of litigation without the penalty of costs. In the 
present case, the trade union bad undoubtedly given pecuniary 


assistance to their officers with the view of their bringing the 


action. But had they lawtul justification? Such justification is 


of two kinds: either the maintainer may have a “ iawful interest ” 


in the subject-matter of the litigation in common with the plain 
tiff (¢.y., co-shareholders in a company who assist one of their 
number to present a winding-up petition); or else his motives 
in giving the assistance may be of a kind favoured by the law 
-e g., husband may assist wife, parent assist child, master assist 
servant, landlord assist tenant—-at least, where his business is 
affected—and a philanthropist, from pure motives of charity, may 
aid a pauper to recover his rights in a bona fide case: Harris v. 
Briscoe (1886, 17 Q. B. D. 504); Holden v. Thompson (1907, 2 
K. B. 489). But the Court of Appeal have held, affirming 
SwinFEN Eapy, J., that neither kind of lawful justification 
existed here. For slander is an action for damages to a man’s 
reputation, and that is the property of himself alone: Alabaster 
v. Harness (supra). Again, the relationship of master and servant 
—which excuses what would otherwise be maintenance—does 
not exist between a corporation and its officers. But surely logic 
is being pushed to extremes when such fine distinctions as these 
are made. 


The Majesty of the Law, 


At First sight Mr. Justice Rmpiey’s refusal to adjourn the 
case Roger Mortimer & Co. v. Rose (Times, 17th inst.), may seem 
a little harsh, but on reflection it will appear, we believe, that 
no other decision would have been consistent with the dignity 
of the law. In the action referred to, the defendant, an officer 
in the Grenadier Guards, was an essential witness in his own case, 
which, without his presence, could not hope to succeed. On the 
night before the date of the trial, which had been postponed once 
or twice to meet the convenience of various parties, the defendant 
received a document beaded “ Confidential and Pressing. On His 
Majesty’s Service,” sent to him by the adjutant of his battalion, 
and requiring bim to attend at Wellington Barracks at 10.30 a.m. 
next morning, from which place he was to go at 12 noon to the 
Horse Guards for an interview with the Major-General Com- 
manding. Obviously this command could not be obeyed if the 
defendant was to attend court on the same morning to give his 
evidence ; for one body, as Sir Isaac NEWTON pointed out, can 
never be in two different places at the same time. It therefore was 
natural that counsel for the defendant should ask for an adjourn- 
ment on the ground that under military Jaw an officer must 
obey his superior’s orders. If Mr. Justice RipLEY had granted 
an adjournment for this purpose, however, he would have 
tacitly acknowledged the priority of the army over the 
judiciary—a fosition absolutely inconsistent with that supremacy 
of the “rule of law,” which is the distinguishing feature of our 
constituticn. No desire to save an individual from a hard 
situation could justify such a derogation from the majesty of 
the Jaw. Nor would precedent have allowed of it. There is a 
similar, indeed sn a fortiori case, which occurred at the 
commencement of the Tichborne trial forty years ago. One of 
the jurymen, a Gentleman-at-Arms, asked to be excused on the 
ground that his attendance was desired at Court, but Chief 
Justice BoviLt replied, ‘‘ His Majesty’s commends are that you 
remain in that box.” It is very possibly true that the officer, if 
he had disobeyed the command cf his superior, would have been 


guilty of a punishable offence under military law. But this, § 


Professor Dicey bas pointed out in his Constitutional Law, ig 
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simply the hard case of every soldier. He is punishable under 
military law if he disobeys an unlawful command ; he is punish- 
able under civil law if he obeys it. The maintenance of civil 
liberty requires the continuance of this rule which, of coarse, is 
only harsh in appearance, since the proper course is for the 
military administration to recognize during peace. that the com- 
mands of the Judicature take precedence over its own. 


The Rule of the Thames. 


THE “rule of the road” is the law of the land; u:der it 
every vehicle which meets another on the highway must “keep 
to the left,” (Highway Act, 1835, s. 78), i.¢., in nautical language 
must meet it “ starboard to starboard.” Although a navigable river 
is in law a highway (Hartlepool Colleries v. Gibb, 1878, 5 Ch. D. 
713), so that he who obstructs it is guilty of a public nuisance, 
no one has ever suggested that the “rule of the road” applies to 
it. It has, however, been suggested that there is a “rule of the 
river,” and that, curiously enough, it is the exact opposite of the 
“rule of the road.” Vessels navigating a river, it is often 
said, must meet one another “ port to port,” .e¢., must keep to 
the right side of the river. The supposed authority for: this 
alleged rule is Article 18 of the Regulation for Preventing 
Collisions at Sea, made under sections 418 and 434 of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, by an Order in Council dated 27th 
November, 1896. “ When two steam-vessels are meeting end 
on, or nearly end on, so as to involve risk of collision,” runs 


Article 18, “each shall alter her course to starboard so 
that each may pass on the port side of the other.” Now this 
sea rule is intended to prevent risk of collision, and 


applies only when vessels are almost in a straight line witb one 
another: it has never been supposed that it applies, at sea, except 
in such a case. But since a river is a narrow way, many persons 
have considered that vessels of which one is going up and another 
coming down a river are “ end on or nearly end on,” so as to bring 
them under the rule, and compel them to meet “ port to port,’ 

i.€., to pass one another each keeping to the right or starboard 
side of the river. Mr. Justice BAaRGRAVE DEANE, in the recent 
ease of The Marie Gartz (Times, 15th inst.), adopted this view 
and held that two steam-vessels must obey it if one was going 
up the Thames and the other coming down. The former, he 
held, must go up on the north side of the river (which is on its 
right or stardoard side), and the latter must come down on the 
south side(which is its right or starboard side). If they do 
so, they will meet port to port. He therefore held a steamer 
to blame for a collision in the Thames, because it went up on 
the south, instead of the north side, thus breaking, as he conceived 
it, the “port to port” rule of Article 18. The Court of Appeal, 
however, reversed his decisicn, and beld that on the Thames, as 
at sea, the “port to port” rule only applies, as it says, when 
there is risk of collision. It is not a universal rule based on the 
assumption that in a river two vessels coming in opposite 
directions are always “end on.” 


Trover of Stolen Goods. 


_ SOME INTERESTING questions had to be disposed of by Bray, 
J., In the first instance and afterwards by the Court of Appeal 
in Mehtu v. Sutton (ante, p. 29). The  plaintitis were 
dealers in precious stones who carried on business in Paris ; 
the defendants were a London firm whose agent carried out 
transactions in the nature of pawnbroking on their behalf in 
Paris. One AMIN obtained a pearl necklace from the plaintiffs 
by pretending falsely that he had a customer desirous of 
purchasing it ; almost immediately afterwards he pledged it with 
the defendants’ agents, who asked no questions as to his title to 
the goods. The plaintiffs sued the defendants for re-delivery of 
the goods, which had been sent to England, and succeeded. It 
is trite law, of course, that, subject to certain exceptions, the 
possessor of goods cannot give to a purchaser, even although he 
bea purchaser for value in good faith, a better title than he 
himself possesses, and therefore no title to property can be 
acquired through a thief. To this, however, there are some half 
dozen exceptions which in practice prove a little troublesome. 
Che first is the well-known rule that stolen goods, sold in market 
overt to a purchaser for value without notice, become his property 
unless and until the true owner has prosecuted the thief 


to conviction, when he can obtain a restitution order. A second 
exception is the similar rule relating to money and negotiable 
securities, in which case, unlike the first, the stolen property 
does not revest in the true owner upon conviction of the thief. 
A third case arises whenever the true owner holds out another 
as entitled to dispose of his goods, in which case he is estopped 
from pleading his own title against a bona fide purchaser from the 
latter: Farquharson v. King (1902, A. C. 325). A fourth ease 
arises when the chattels have been wrongfully obtained by a 
person with a voidable, not a void title. who disposes of them toa 
hona fide purchaser before his title is avoided: Lloyd’s Bank v. 
Bullock (1896, 2 Ch. 192). A fifth case arises when chattels are 
disposed of in a foreign country, under circumstances which, 
according to the law of that country, confer a valid title on the 
purchaser: Embericos v. Anglo-Austrian Bank (1905, 1 K. B. 677). 
And a sixth case arises under the Factors Act, 1889, which creates 
a statutory estoppel when the true owner has delivered the goods 
to a mercantile agent authorized to make valid sales or pledges 
of them, and when such agent has transferred them to a bona 
fide purchaser. In the present case the fourth, fifth, and sixth 
grounds of objection were raised, but were all disposed of by 
two different sets of considerations. AMIN had not been entrusted 
with the goods for sale to any purchaser, but merely to a special 
purchaser: hence he was not a mercantile agent within the 
meaning of the Factors Act: Oppenheimer v. Frazer (1908, 
1 K. B. 221). Again, he had obtained the goods by means 
amounting to larceny by a trick, which avoids any purchaser’s 
title both by English and by French law. And in any event, the 
failure of the defendants’ agents to make proper inquiries 
prevented him from being a bona fide purchaser. 


Unwillingness of Complainant to take Further 
Steps in the Prosecution of an Offence. 


MvucH criticism has been bestowed upon the manner in 
which the prosecution of offences is in this country left to private 
persons, or to public officers who have hardly any legal powers 
beyond those which belong to private persons. It is well known 
that a prosecutor, who may be unwilling to take further trouble 
with relation to a criminal offence of which he has given notice, 
cannot, if he has not given evidence in court, be bound over 
against his will to appear at the trial. In a recent case in one 
of the metropolitan police courts, the employer of certain 
labourers, who had charged them with stealing lead on his 
premises, was unwilling to go on with the prosecution, saying that 
the men bad been for some time in his employment, and that 
the amount stolen was not large. The magistrate expressed his 
disapproval of this indulgence, saying that if it had been a more 
serious matter, he should consider what steps could be taken to 
compel the employer to prosecute. Where, indeed, the pro- 
secutor has given evidence before the justices, he may be bound 
over to appear as a witness and committed to prison in the event 
of refusal, and in any event some other witness may be bound 
over to prosecute. 





Public Rights on Highways. 


THE enormous expansion of wheeled traffic on roads and streets 
during the last few years, due to the advent of automobiles, has 
called public attention to the very vague and uncertain character 
of public rights upon the highways. The essence of a highway 
is that it is open to all members of the public ; indeed, it bas 
been defined as “a passage which is open to all of the King’s 
subjects” (2 Smith’s L.C., 11th edition, 164). The rights of 
the public are not, of course, an easement, for no right of pro- 
perty vests in any member of the public ; they are a common or 
public right protected by the King as Parens patrie. Distur- 
bance of any member of the public in the enjoyment of this 
common right, by obstruction or otherwise, is a public nuisance ; 
and it is (1) an indictable crime ; (2) in certain cases, also, a 
summary jurisdiction offence under the Highway Act, 1835, and 
the Town Police Clauses Act, 1847 ; and (3) an actionable tort 
whenever special damage is caused by it to any member of the 





public (Viney’s Abridgment, Chemin Common, D. 2). 


/ 
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But while the general principles summarized in the preceding 
paragraph are commonly recognized, it is not by any means 
easy to ascertain the nature of the public right which they 
confer, and the proper mode of protecting it against abuse. 
There are, indeed, at least three very different kinds of infringe 
ment from which the public may suffer. The first of these, and the 
least serious although the most annoying, is loss of the user of a 
road when it is in a state of non-repair. The second is by the 
injury caused by an obstruction of the highway. The third is 
the physical injury to life or limb, not to speak of damage to 
property, which some other member of the public, such as a 
motorist, may cause by his reckless and selfish user of the r vad. 
We propose to consider each of these three points, the first two 
only in brief, but the last point at some length. 

Now the non-repair of a bighway is an indictable nuisance 
provided someone is under a duty to repair the highway. But, 
curiously enough, this is not always the case. At common 
law, upon dedication to the public, a highway became repairable 
by the inhabitants of the parish in which the unrepaired part of 
the way was situated ; but since 1835 this is not the case. A 
new highway does not now become repairable at the public 
expense until taken over by the road authority (Highway Act, 
1835, s. 23). Until that event happens, no one is liable to repair 
it. But even in the case of highways dedicated prior to 1835, 
the obligation to repair only resides prima facie in the inhabitants 
at large. Their liability may be excluded by the existence of a 
liability to do the repairs residing in someone else, either a 
person or a corporation, such as liability Jtatione tenure, 
Ratione clausure, or arising from prescription, or (in the case 
of highways crossing railways) under the Railway Clauses Con- 
solidation Act, 1845. Even when public liability to repair 
exists, however, it is not now usual to proceed against the 
inhabitants, or any two of them, as was the old practice, by 
way of indictment. Summary proceedings can be taken 
before justices under section 84 cf the Highway Act, 1835, or 
a mandamus can be obtained directing the district council, as road 
authority, to perform its statutory duty. And, lastly, we 
may note that, where either the district council, or any 
private corporation or person liable to repair a road, neglects 
his duty, a civil action for damage suffered will lie at the suit of 

any member of the public who has incurred special damages, 
provided he was injured by the misfeasance (i.e., negligent per- 
formance of their duty) of the party responsible, and not merely 
by the nonfeasance (i.e., omission to perform the duty at all). 

The second class of infringements—namely, obstructions of the 
highway—are likewise indictable offences; but only in a few 
special cases provided for under the Highway Act, 1835, the 
‘Lown Police Clauses Act, 1847, and some local Acts can summary 
proceedings be taken against the obstructor—e.g., encroachwent 
on the highway by an adjoining landowner (Highway Act, 1834, 
ss. 69, 72, 73; Highway Act, 1864, s.51). Where, however, the 
obstruction has caused special damage to anyone, or is interfering 
with his exercise of his rights, he can recover damages in tort or get 
an injunction: Frifz v. Hobson (1883, 14 Ch. D. 542), Sut the 
obstruction of a highway means the unauthorized user of it by 
some member of the public, and therefore, in order to ascertain 
what are obstructions, we must discover the limits of authorized 
user. Such authorizcd user is, at common law, of three kinds, 
the first of which is enjoyed by all of the king’s subjects, but 
the second and third are limited to two special classes. “ All 
members of the public,” said Puitimore, J., in HHadwell v 
Righton (1907, 2 K. B. 345), “in addition to using the highway 
eundo et redeundo, are also entitled to use it morando for a short 
time.” This statement exhausts the rights possessed by all members 
of the public at large. The two privileged classes who possess 


a wider right are (1) occupiers of houses or shops adjoining the | 


highway, who have a right of access thereto and a right tempor- 
arily to obstruct the road for the purpose of business or domestic 
access (Attorney General v. W. H. Smith d Sons, 1910, 74 J.P. 
213) ; and (2) occupiers of farms adjoining premises who have a 
right to use the highway as a straying-ground for their poultry : 
Hadwell vy. Righton (supra). But anyone who exceeds this 
authorized user, whichever be the class within which he falls, is 
guilty of an actionable tort provided special damage results. 


Thus, a shopkeeper whose profits are diminished by unreasonable 
user of the highway can recover damages against the person who 
is guilty of such excessive use (Fritz v. Hobson, supra); and a 
theatre owner, whose performances attract excessive crowds of 
spectators awaiting admission, is guilty of an actionable nuisance 
(Barber v. Penley, 1893, 2 Ch. 447), even if the police partially 
abate the nuisance by forming the spectators into orderly queues : 
Lyons &e., v. Gulliver Syndicate (Limited), (Times, 13th inst. ). 

But infringement of the public right to safety of life and limb 
is a more grave violation of good citizenship than either the non- 
repair or the obstruction of a highway ; though, in practice, 
curiously enough, it is the most difficult to restrain. This is 
partly due to the very imperfect understanding of the law of 
manslaughter which prevails amongst coroners and their juries, 
mayistrates, and even, we must add, High Court judges, if we 
are to regard as typical the pronouncement of Mr. Justice ELDON 
3ANKES in the recent unreported case of [ter v. Cooper, tried by 
him recently at Chester Assizes.* 

His lordship seems to have laid down the rule that a motorist 
is entitled to assume that persons who observe his approach 
will get out of the way, so that if he gives them warning by 
sounding his hooter he need not trouble to stop or avoid running 
“Caveat pedester,” if we may coin a phrase for 
this novel doctrine, seems to be an even more iniquitous 
doctrine than even “Caveat emptor.” But it is not good law. 
Every person who accidentally kills another is guilty of man- 
slaughter if the homicide resulted directly from an act which 
is either a criminal offence or a civil wrong (Stephen's Digest of 
Cr. Law, Article 231). And if the wrongful act be a felony 
or obviously dangerous, there is author.ty for regarding the 
homicide as murder (Foster’s Crown Law, 258). 

Now there are a number of ways in which homicide may 
result directly from a wrongful act of some person using the 
highway. The first of these cases arises when the act which 
causes the death amounts to tortious negligence. A second 
occurs when the act is a public nuisance, ¢.g., any unauthorized 
user of the highway. And there is a third case which comes 
into being whenever the act is one forbidden by law for reasons 
of public policy. Lastly, there is the case when such act is 
either a misdemeanour or a summary jurisd ction offence. As 
a rule it is only the first of these four cases, that of negligence, 
which is considered by coroners’ juries when invited to pass 
judgment on a motorist who has run over a pedestrian, horseman, 
or cyclist. But the law of manslaughter is not, eithe= on principle 
or upon the authorities, confined to wrongful conduct which 
happens to be tortious negligence ; all that is necessary to the 
commission of manslaugher is that the act which causes the 
death should be infrinsically unlawful (see Kenny’s Crimina! 
Law, at p. 119). 

If a motorist runs down and kills a foot-passenger (1) when 
he is himself talking to a lady-companion instead of looking where 
he is going (negligence) ; (2) when bis car is so constructed as to be 
a “dangerous thing” and skid on a wet road (nuisance) ; (3) when 
he is on the wrong side of the road (act forbidden by law); and 
(4) when he is exceeding the speed-limit (statutory offence)—in 
each and all of these cases his unlawful conduct renders the 
accident culpable homicide. The burden of proof is then shifted 
upon him to shew that the party injured was guilty of contribu- 
tory negligence which caused the accident. The contributory 
negligence, too, must actually cause the accident, according to 
a well-known doctrine, «f the final moment ; if the driver, notwith- 
standing the victim’s negligence, could have prevented the 


over them. 





|W. 546) and therefore guilty of manslaughter. 


leut from the 


accident he is himself a tort-feasor (Davies v. Mann, 10 M. & 
In the case 


quoted, although a donkey had: been wrongfully left in th, 


* In response to our remark last week that we had not seen a report 
of.this case, a correspondent has been good enough to send us a report 
Manchester Guardian (undated). The observations 


| attributed to BANKES, J., were made in the course of discussion bet ween 


himself and counsel, and although he took the responsibility of withdraw- 
ing the case from the jury, the matter is not reported in such a way as to 
rank as an authority. The learned judge's action was perhaps due to 
a misunderstanding such as may very well arise in the course of circuit 
business. The real defence appears to have been that the defendant's 
car was not the one that killed. 
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highway by the defendant, it was held that a plaintiff who 
negligently drove over it was liable in tort. Clearly this principle 
applies @ fortiori to the motorist wilfully or recklessly running 
down a foot-passenger who by inadvertence or through obstinacy 
stands in his way. 


The Real Property and Conveyancing 
Bills. 


THE PROPOSED CHANGES IN REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 
Ill. 

Effect of registration (continued).—The possibility under the existing 
system of registration of separating the legal estate from the 
registered title was established by Capital and Counties Dank v. 
Rhodes (1903, 1 Ch. 631). This followed from the facilities 
given by section 49 of the Act of 1875 for creating estates of any 
kind in registered land by dispositions off the register. Clearly 
this is opposed to the fundamental principle of registration. If 
the Jegal estate is to have any special effect—a question which 
we do not touch at present—it should in the case of registered 
land be possible to discover from the register and documents 
there referred to in whom the legal estate is vested. This 
principle aceordingly was laid down in the report of the Land 
Transfer Commission (Recommendation 9). 

“The estate of the registered proprietor to be the legal estate, 
except where that estate is outstanding, in which case it would 
be an equitable estate, and such estate to be transferable only 
by registered instrument. 

- This is carried into effect partly by clause 67 (3) of the Real 
Property Bill, which, save where the legal estate is outstanding 
at the date of first registration, vests the legal estate in the 
first registered proprietor, and partly by other provisions which 
prevent it from getting out of him except under a transaction— 
the most important being a mortgage—which is noted on the 
register. Clause 67 (3) in the amended form proposed by 
the draftsmen (Annotated Real Property Bill, p. 73) is as 
follows :— 

Clause 67 (3)—The registration of a proprietor (whether 
before or after the commencement of the Act) shall, without 
any conveyance, vest and be deemed always to have vested in 
him the legal estate in fee simple in the freehold land or the 
legal term created by the registered lease, unless it shall appear 
from an entry in the register that the legal estate is or was at 
the date of such registration outstanding in some other person, 
but subject, where the land is not registered with an absolute 
title, to the overriding interests, if any. 

And clause 3 (4) provides for the vesting of an outstanding 
legal estate in the registered proprietor without conveyance as 
soon as it is satisfied, or as soon as the proprietor is entitled to 
call fur a conveyance. Thus, complete provision appears to be 
made for vesting the legal estate in the proprietor in the first 
instance. The provisions for keeping it in him, or at least for 
enabling it to be traced on the register, can best be understood 
after we have dealt with the proposals as to mortgages and with 
the clause (Sched. V., Pt. 1, par. 14) which is intented to replace 
section 49 of the Act of 1875. 

Powers of the Registe red Proprictor.—One of the objections to 
the existing system taken before the Commission was that the 
registered proprietor as such had no power except to transfer 
or charge the land. “ A registered proprietor,” said Mr. UNDER- 
HILL, “merely hasa statutory power to sellor mortgage ... So 


effect to a transfer for value. The new provision just referred 
to extends section 29 so as to include, among other powers, a 
power to sever mines and minerals ; a power to grant a perpe- 
tual rent-charge, or to tiansfer the land subject to the reserva- 
tion of a rent-charge; a power to grant easements or other 
privileges ; and a power to grant leases. But all these grants 
will be regi-tered with the exception of rack rent leases not 
exceeding 21 years, and they will then take etlect just as in the 
case of transfers. 

Hence by virtue of section 29 grants of the above partial 
interests in land, if for value, will have an overriding effect, but 
they can also be made though not for value. In this respect the 
Bill seems properly to go beyond the recommendation of the 
Commission. The powers thus conferred on the registered 
proprietor correspond, it may be noticed, to those which are 
proposed to be conferred on the proprietor of an unregistered 
proprietary estate by clause 3 of the Conveyancing Bill, and 
consequently the proprietor of the fee simple will have similar 
powers whether he is on or off the register. This is a useful 
feature of the scheme, but it is s question whether the 
register should be burdened with all these additional entries. 
It is one thing to give the registered proprietor as such power 
to create rent-charges and easements: it is another thing to 
require such interests to be created by registered disposition. 
Not only will this burden the register, but there will be additional 
attendances at the register and additional expense. The object 
to be aimed at in registration is simplicity. The ideal which 
all the advocates of registration place before themselves is the 
register of stocks and shares. If, then, there is to be a register, 
why not attain this ideal as nearly as possible? We recognize 
indeed, as we have said before, that there is an essential difference 
between the two subjects of property in the fact that land admits 
of very diverse uses, while stocks and shares only interest the 
owner so far as they produce dividends. But while the diversity 
of interest in land must be recognized, it does not follow that 
all the interests need be placed on the register. 

Mortgages.—The consideration just adverted to weighs still 
more heavily in the case of mortgages, and the scheme of reform 
will largely be judged by the manner in which the registered pro- 
prietor’s power of mortgaging is dealt with. In this respect the 
draftsmen of the Real Property Bill purport to give hima very 
free hand, and no doubt they have allowed the creation of 
mortgages in many different ways; but they have kept a careful 
eye on the requirements of the register, and it cannot be said 
with confidence that the changes will give the relief which has 
been expected. 

The recommendation of the Commission on this head seemed 
reasonably clear (Recommendation 10) :— 

Mortgages of registered land to be effected in the same manner 
as if the land were unregistered, but a note of the mortgage deed 
to be entered on the register, and all mortgages to rank accord 
ing to the priority of their entries. Dealings with mortgages 
entered on the register to be regulated by similar provisions. 
Mortgagee with power of sale to be authorized to transfer the 
land on the conditions stated. The Registrar to issue certificates 
as in the case of settled land. 

The suggested certificates are certificates of the validity of 
yroposed d ralings by the mortgagee. The recommendation is 
support. d by the more detailed paragraph in the report :—‘‘ The 
simplest and best plan will be to leave mortgages of registered 
land to be effected entirely outside the register. . . . [he 
result would be that there would be no need for the duplication 
of instruments, and that the parties could make their own 


faras I can see, under his statutory power he cannot create an arrangements without any reference to the registrar (par. 70).” 


easement, he cannot grant profits @ prendre, he cannot bind the 
land by restrictive covenants, and be cannot even granta lease so 


far as his statutory power is concerned” (Question 3646). Hence} embodied in the report 


We very much doubt whether the proposals of the Real 
Property Bill with regard to mortgages carry out the idea 
These proposals are contained in clauses 


the Commission recommended that his powers should be enlarged 64 to 66, and the draftsmen frankly admit in the explanatory 
. ° ’ i Fo 5 ie 
80 as to enable him to dispose generally of the property or create | statement that they are not in accordance with opinions which 


any interests therein for value (Recommendation 9). The provisions | have heen held as to the effect of the report. 


of the Bill for carrying this recommendation into effect are 
contained in Schedule V., Part I., paragraph 9, and operate by 
way of enlargement of section 29 of the Act of 1875. That 
Section empowers the registered proprietor to transfer the land 


Thus they say : 


It will be remembered that the ( ommission recommended 
that mortgages should be effected entirely “off the register,” but 
that notices of them should be entered in the register. It is 
believed that this recommendation has been somewhat misunder- 











in the prescribed manner ; and section 30 gives an overriding 


stood in certain quarters, and that its effect has been conceived 
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to be that in no circumstances should the mortgages come within | 
the purview of the authorities at the Registry. 
But the real object of the recommendation was to enable | 
mortgages to be made in any form, and to contain any provisions 
desired by the parties, and in fact to render registered land, SO | 
far as possible, subject to the ordinary law of mortgage in force 
with regard to unregistered land ; while at the same time the | 
benefits of the register should be open to mortgagees. : 

To a certain extent this qualification of the recommendation 
of the report may be natural. At any rate, from the pvint of 
view of the registration authorities it may have seemed | 
impracticable to deprive the Registry of cognizance of mort gages 
30 completely as the report implied. On the other har d, it is 
quite possible that the Commissioners meant what they said, and 
that they took a sounder view of the real function of the Registry 
than that which is incorporated in tbe provision of clauses 64 
to 66—complicated provisions anyone would call them at first 
sight; but it must be remembered that here, as in other parts 
of the Bill, apparent complication may make for simplicity in | 
practice. We must defer till next week the examination of 
these clauses, and it will have to be considered how far they are 
really required for the efficiency of the register. 

[To le continued, | 
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Court of Appeal. 


Re MORRISON, JONES, & TAYLOR (LIM.). COOKES v. THE 


COMPANY. No, 1. Sth Nov. 

hIxTUR Hire-PurRcHAS! (AGREEMENT AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER 
SuBs! r Issue or Depenturt DeravuLt in PAYMENT—RECEIVER 

APPOINTED 1 (\CTION ticnt or Unpaip Venpor TO ENTER AND 
R 1 I KLE! 

j / ) nirvact for the installation of an automatu 

j / fire j f at their | tory, pe yment to he made by 
/ / nt ’ ’ and the prinkler to remain the pre 
] ty of the cont for " were to be at liberty to enter and remove 
wean ¢ i default. until the last instalment u paid, The company 
thseque tly 4 ued debenture in the ordinary form. Default having 
hes ade in payment, the trustees for the debenture-holdersa com 
cod f wind up the c ym pan Y, and a receiver was appointed 

ry the ce 

Held, that, notwithstanding the possession of the receiver, the con 
fracte were at liberty to enter and remove the installation, 

Di n of Eve, J., affirmed 

te Samuel Allen & Sons (Limited) (1907, 1 Ch. 575) approved. 

Apne from a decision of Eve, J. (reported 57 Soricrrors’ JouRNAL, 
163), on ar py ition in a debenture-holder’s action By an agree 

nt dated the 11th of November, 1910, the contractors, George Mills 
& Co. (Limited), agreed with the predecessors in title of the defendant 
mpany to supply and fix upon their premises, the Crown Cabinet 
Works, Watford, an automatic sprinkler for protection against fire, at 


t price of £237, to be paid by four annual instalments of £59 5s. In 


default of payment of any instalment for twenty-one days the balance 
vas to become due immediately It was also provided by the contract 
that the sprinkler was to remain the exclusive property of the con- 


tractors until it had been fully paid for, and in case of the purchasers’ 


default the mtractors were to have power to enter and remove the 
installation, the purchasers abandoning any right which they might have 
therwise had to treat it as fixtures forming part of the premises, or as 
having become their property. The defendant company subsequently 
acquired the property and business of the purchasers, and issued a 


series of debentures in the usual form creating a floating charge upon 


their property and undertaking. The company made default in pay 
ment of the instalmente, and the balance was secured by promissory 
notes, the latest of which became due on the 12th of October. 1912 
In the meantime an action having heen commenced by the trustees for 
the debenture-holders to nd up the company, an order appointing a 


18th of October. The contractors then made 
ation in the action for liberty to enter the premises and remove 


receiver was made on the 
an appl 


| important dicta by members of the Court of Appeal. 





the installation, notwithstanding the receiver’s possession. The plain- 
tiffs contended that the apparatus was a fixture, and formed part of 
the debenture-holders’ security. Eve, J., granted the application, and 
the plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said the appeal had been very fully and ably 
argued, but so far as that court, at all events, was concerned, they 
ought to hold that the decision of the learned judge was right. His 
lordship, having stated the facts of the case, proceeded : The agreement 
for the purchase of the sprinkler created, in his opinion, an equitable 
interest. and conferred a right to enter and remove the fixture. He 
could not doubt that the judgment of Parker, J., in Re Samuel Allen 
ad: Sons (1907. 1 Ch. 575) was good law, and ought to be adopted. The 
latter said at p. 582: ‘‘I think that those agreements, if they are in 
the form which has been used in this case, do create an equitable interest 
by which a subsequent mortgagee who does not get the legal estate, is 


| bound, and that, applying the ordinary principles of priorities as be 


tween the interest of the hirer under the hiring agreement, and the 
interest created by the equitable mortgage, the interest created by the 
That decision was consistent with 
In Gough v. 
Wood (1894, 1 Q. B. 713) Lindley, L.J., had the point obviously present 
to his mind, and held that the agreement in that case created an equit- 
able interest in land, but one of such a nature that a subsequent mort- 
gagee or purchaser for value without notice took subject to it. In 
Hobson v. Gorringe (1897, 1 Ch. 182) it was said that the right to remove 
the fixture was not an easement or a covenant running with the land, 
and imposed no legal obligation upon any grantee of the land, nor could 
the right be enforced against any subsequent purchaser for value with- 
out notice. That meant a purchaser who had got the legal estate with- 
out notice. He thought the judgment of the learned judge below was 
quite right, and therefore the appeal must be dismissed, but he did not 
ision in the least on the fact that the debentures created 
mly a floating charge on the property; the result would have been just 
the same if it had been an ordinary equitable mortgage. 

Swinren Eapy, L.J., who observed that the contract was not like a 
ontract for fixtures intended to be removed, but that the apparatus 
was intended to remain, subject, however, to the express right of* 
removal, and 

Puittimore, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Counset, 
J. BE. Harman; F. H, Maugham, K.C. Sortcrrors, FE. W. Reeves, for 
Sedqwick, Turner, Sworder, & Wilson, Watford; Rawle, Johnstone, & 
Co., for John Hall, Bury. 

{Reported by H. Lancrorp Liwis, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


hiring agreement takes precedence.” 


base his dec 


ORAM v. HUTT. No. . 
MAINTENANCE OF Suit 
OFFICERS OF THE 


27th and 28th Oct. ; 5th Nov. 

CoMMON INTEREST—TRADE UNION—SLANDER ON 
ASSOCIATION INDEMNITY BY THE ASSOCIATION. 

| member of a trade union made a number of public speeches making 
charges against officers of the association in their conduct of the asso- 
ciation. These speeches were extremely harmful to the association. 

Held, that the association had no le gal right to maintain an office r of 
the association in an action for slander against the person making the 
allegations. 

Swinfen 
259). The 
called 


Appeal from a decision of 
JournnaL, 159; 1913, 1 Ch. 
registered trade union 


Eady, J. (57 Soxicrrors’ 

plaintiff was a member 
the Warwickshire Miners’ 
Associatign. The defendants were members of the executive 
committee or trustees of the funds of the association. In 1907 a 
member of the association who was suspicious as to the accounts of the 
association made a number of public speeches, in which he accused 
several officers, and more particularly the secretary, of misconduct, in 
the affairs of the association. These speeches had considerable influ- 
ence among the members of the association, and endangered the success- 
ful conduct of the association. Many members refused to pay their 
contributions. In these circumstances the executive committee passed 
the following resolution on the 16th of May, 1907 : ‘‘ Resolved, that the 
Miners’ Association, the general secretary, the executive committee, 
any of the lodge officials, take legal proceedings against Pat McNicholas 
(the author of the speeches) on behalf of the Miners’ Association ot 
in their own names, and that the Miners’ Association indemnify the 
general or lodge officials who take proceedings.’’ The ‘general secretary 
in consequence of this resolution took proceedings, and obtained judg 
ment for £1,000 damages and costs. Nothing could be recovered from 
the defendant, and in consequence the association paid the costs of the 
plaintiff. This action was brought in order to obtain a declaration that 
such payment was ulta vires. Swinfen Eady, J., gave judgment for 
the plaintiff. 

Lord Parker said that the indemnity and the payments made under 
it were impeached as amounting to maintenance, and therefore illegal 
It might well be that a corporation could not commit 
the common law offence of maintenance. It might also well be that in 
the present case no civil action for damages could arise out of anything 
done by the association. He could not doubt, however. that an agree- 
ment which if entered into by an individual would be void, as an 
agreement to commit an illegal act, would, if entered into by a corpora- 
tion, be similarly void, and if this were so, payments made pursuant to 
any such agreement would be ultra vires unless they could be justified 
on other grounds. In his opinion Swinfen-Eady, J., and that court were 
bound to hold the agreement void on the ground of maintenance unless 
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the case could be distinguished from the case of Alabaster v. Harness 
(1895, 1 Q. B. 339). A person could only justify the.maintaining of the 
action of another by proving the existence of a common interest, or by 
bringing himself within certain well-recognized exceptions to the common 


Jaw rule. A common interest meant an interest recognized by law in | 


the subject-matter of the action, or some issue between the parties to 
the action. It was decided in the case in question that a libel action 
was a personal action which in point of law concerned only the parties 
tu it, and the matters legally at issue were merely whether the plaintiff 
had been libelled, and, if so, to what damages he was entitled. The 
mere circumstance that in the libel action there must or might arise 


questions of fact in the determination of which a third party had an | 
” 


interest, would not constitute a common interest sufficient to justify 
maintenance by such third party. In the libel action with regard to 
which the question of maintenance arose in Alabaster v. Harness, it was 
vital to the person maintaining the action that the libel was not true. 
That, however, was held insufficient to justify him in maintaining the 
libel action. He did not see, therefore, how this case could be dis- 
tinguished from the case of Alabaster v. Harness. But even if the 
objection based on maintenance were out of the way in the present 
case, he was of opinion that the payments could not be justified. It 
might possibly be that when a trade union had under its rules power 
to apply its funds in the attainment of specified objects, certain 
ancillary powers reasonably necessary for the attainment of those objects 
could be implied; but it would be stretching this principle too far to 
hold that a trade union was justified in defraying the costs of legal 
proceedings by its members whenever an indirect benefit might be ex- 
pected to result from or had resulted from the proceedings. He had, 
therefore, come to the conclusion that the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lord SuMNER said that it was contended that, whereas in the case of 
Alabaster v. Harness the defendant had been successful in the libel 
action, in this case the plaintiff had been successful. That made no 
difference. Whether the tort of maintenance was one in which damage 
was the essence of the action. as in the action for personal insurance, 
or was one in which the mere invasion of the plaintiff’s right imported 
damages and was sufficient to offer a cause of action, need not be 
decided now. In Bradlaugh v. Newdigate (11 Q. B. D. 1) Coleridge, 
C.J., decided the case on the latter view, treating the plaintiff’s success 
or failure as merely going to the quantum of his damages in the action 
for maintenance. In the Metropolitan Bank v. Pooley (10 App. Cas. 
210) Lord Selborne’s language suggested the contrary view. But 
whether the maintained action was successful or not, what the main- 
tainer did was the same in either case. It was not a question of 
reasonable and probable cause for believing the action a just one. The 
action of maintenance lay for maintaining actual litigation in being : 
Pechell v. Watson (8 M. & W, 691) and Flight v. Lemon (4 Q. B. 883). 
He thought that the appeal must be dismissed. 


Warrinoton, J., said that in his opinion the interest of those who 
maintained the action in this case could not be distinguished from the 
interest of the maintainer of the action in the case of Alabaster v. 
Harness. It was held in Harness’ case not to be sufficient to prevent 
his conduct from being maintenance, and it must be so held here. If 
the transaction amounted to maintenance on the part of the association, 
then the payment in question was made in pursuance of an illegal con- 
tract, and it was impossible to hold that to make such a payment was 
within the implied powers of the association. He thought that the 
appeal must be dismissed.—Counset, Russell, K.C., and Manning; 
Macnaghten, K.C., and Dighton Pollock. Sortcrrors, Bennett d Ferris, 
for W. H. Pownall, Nuneaton; Maude & Tunnicliffe, for Simpson, 
Bowring & Smith, Derby. 

(Reported by J. B. O. Trecantaen, Barrieter-at-Law.] 


UPJOHN -. WILLESDEN URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
No. 2. 7th Nov. 


Loca, GoveRNMeNT—Streets—Fencinc Vacant Lanp ADJOINING 
StReET-——Lanp Usep To INCONVENIENCE OR ANNOYANCE OF PvBLIC 
Ji RISDICTION OF COUNCIL AND JUSTICES UNDER Locat ACT—WILLESDEN 
Urean Districr Counciyz Act, 1903 (3 Ep. 7, c. CLXXXI.), s. 32, 

A local Act provided that ** if any mee «ss adjoining any street 
is allowed to remain unfenced or the fences thereof are allowed to be or 
remain out of repair, and such land is in the opinion of the council, 
owing to the absence or inade quate repair of any such fence, a source of 
danger to passengers, or is used for any immoral or indecent purpose, 
or jor any purpose causing inconvenience or annoyance to the public 
then . . , after » + « notice . . , to the owner or occupte? 

- « the council may cause the same to be fenced . . . and the 
expenses the reby incurred may be recovered from such owner or occupier 
summarily as a civil debt.”’ 

An owner of vacant land adjoining a atreet in the district had sur- 
rounded it with a post and rail, the posts being 8 feet apart and the 
rail 3 feet 8 inches from the ground. The council gave him notice 
under the above section that the land was not properly fenced, and 
owing to the absence of a proper fence was used fora purpose cdusing 


231, 11 L. G. R. 313, 77. J. P. 174) that the decision of the council 
was limited to lack of repair of the fence; that it was for the justices 
and not the council to determine whether the land was used for any 
purpose causing inconvenience to the public, and that be ing a question 
of fact, the case must go back for the justices to decide the fact. 


Appeal by the defendant from a decision of a Divisional Court 
(Ridley and Lush, J.J.) on a case stated by justices in a claim for the 
payment of expenses incurred by the Urban District Council of Willes- 

_den pursuant to section 32 of the Willesden Urban District Council 
Act, 1903. The justices decided in favour of the claim, on the finding 
by the district council that the land was used for a purpose ‘‘ causing 
inconvenience or annoyance to the public.’’ The defendant appealea. 

| Section 32 of the respondents’ local Act, 1903, is substantially 
| reproduced by section 31 of the Public Health Acts (Amendment) Act, 

1907, with the exception that in the public Act the words ‘‘in the 
opinion of the council’’ do not occur. The Willesden Urban District 
Council summoned the appellant for the payment of £5 lls. 6d., the 
cost of fencing his land, carried out by them on his alleged default. 
The land, which was vacant, adjoined Willesden Green and was sur- 
rounded by a post and rail barrier. The council were of opinion 
that, owing to the absence of a proper fence, the land was used for 
purposes causing inconvenience or annoyance to the public, and served 
a notice on the appellant requiring him to erect ‘‘a proper and ade 

quate fence.’’ The appellant did nothing, and the respondents erected 
| an ‘“‘economic’”’ fence, using the posts as support, about 6 inches 
| higher than the rail, and claimed for repayment of the cost. The 
justices made the order, being of opinion that the notice was good ; 
that the barrier erected by the appellant was not a ‘‘fence’’ within 
the meaning of the section; that it was not for them, but for the 
council, to decide whether the land in question was ‘‘ causing incon- 
venience or annoyance to the public,’’ and that they had so decided. 

The council offered to call evidence upon that point, but they (the 

justices) decided not to hear it, as being outside their jurisdiction. 

The Divisional Court affirmed the justices. The appellant appealed. 
Tue Court (VaucHAN WitiiaMs, BuckLey and Kennepy, L.JJ.) 
were unanimously of opinion that in the words in the section ‘‘ and such 
| land is in the opinion of the council, owing to the absence or inade- 
quate repair of any such fence, a source of danger to passengers, or 
| is used for any immoral or indecent purposes or for any purpose caus- 
| ing inconvenience or annoyance to the public’’ the words ‘‘in the 

| opinion of the council ’’ applied only to the first part of the sentence, 
| and that the matters mentioned in the passage beginning ‘‘ or is used ”’ 
were facts which must be proved by evidence. The council were 
prepared to call evidence, but had not been allowed to do so by the 
justices. The case must therefore go back to the justices.—CouUNSEL, 
for the appellant, W. de B. Herbert; Cecil Walsh, K.C, Soricrrors, 
Morgan d Upjohn > W. G. Greig. 
{Reported by Ersxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.} 











DE LISLE v. UNION BANK OF SCOTLAND (LIM.). No. 1. 
6th and llth Nov. 

MortTGAGE — ASSIGNMENT — SUB - MORTGAGE COLLATERAL SECURITY 
FrRAuD OF MorTGAGoR’s SOLICITOR—ASSIGNEES TAKING SUBJECT TO 
Equities SussistinGc aT Date or AssIGNMENT—DvTyY OF ASSIGNEE 
To Make Enquiries oF MortGAGoR—EsToPpPEL—REDEMPTION. 





A purchase r of land arranged with his solicitor to obtain an advance 
of £4,000 to complete his purchase. The latter agreed tq advance: 
the sum upon a mortgage of the premises, and a transfer of £3,000 
dehenture stock as collateral security, and, representing that he was 
obtaining the money from a bank upon the same security, induced his 
client to execute a document addressed to the bank, authorizing them 
to hold the debenture stock as security for any advances they might 
make to the solicitor. The solicitor later sub-mortgaqged the land 
mortgaged to him to the bank, and becamesbankrupt. The bank gar 
notice to, but made no enquirté s of, the mortgagor at the time of the 
sub-mortgage. 

Held, that the title of the bank was subject to all equitir e subsisting 
between the mortgagor and his solicitor at the date of the sub-mortqgage, 
| and that the mortgagor was entitled to redeem the land upon payment 
lof the difference between £4,000 and the value of the debenture stock. 

Appeal of the defendants from a judgment of Warrington, J., in a 
| redemption action. The plaintiff in 1908 contracted to purchase Bow 

Bridge Wharf, West Ham. for £4,000. and consulted his solicitor, one 

Harold Crick (carrying on business under the style of Rose-Innes, 
Sons & Crick) as to raising the purchase money on a mortgage of the 
property. Crick informed him that further security would be reé 
quired. On the 7th of July, 1908, it was agreed between Crick and 
the plaintiff that the former should advance the purchase money upon 
the security of the property and of £3,000 Grand Trunk Railway 
| debenture stock, and that the money was to be obtained from the 
| defendant bank upon the same security. On the 8th of July the plain 
tiff executed a mortgage (dated the 17th of July) of the property to 
Crick to secure £4,000, and transferred the £3.000 debenture stock 





mneconvenience or annoyance to the public, and requiring him forthwith | to him by way of collateral security for the advance. Crick then 


properly to fence the land. On his non-compliance, the council put 
fence about 6 inches higher than the rail-and 
attached it to the existing posts, thus forming a close fence, and sum- 
moned the landowner for the cost of it. 


Held, reversing the decision of the Divisional Court (29 7. L. R. 


upa new “* economic’ 


fraudulently induced the plaintiff to sign a document in the following 
form :—‘‘To the Union Bank of Scotland (Limited): At the request 
of Mr. Harold Crick, of Billiter-square-buildings. E.C., I have trans- 
ferred £3,000 Perpetual Four per cent. Consolidated Debenture Stock 
of the Grand Trunk Railway of Canada into the names of Messrs. 
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A. ©. D. Gardner and J. Henderson, as trustees for you, to be held 
as collateral security for your advances to Messrs. Rose-Innes, Sons, & 
Crick, and subject to their arrangement with you.’’ Crick explained 
to the plaintiff that this was in the form required by the bank, that 
the debenture stock would be held by the defendants as a collateral 
security only for the £4,000, and that on payment of the sum ad 
vanced, the property would be reconveyed and the debenture stock 
re-transferred to him. In September, 1911, Crick deposited the mort 
gage and title-deeds of the property with the defendants, and executed 
a sub-mortgage thereof to them to secure £18,691 2s. 6d. then owing 
by him to them. The defendants gave notice of this sub-mortgage 
to the plaintiff, but made no enquiries of him as to the state of accounts 
between him and Crick. On the 20th of December, 1912, Crick was 
adjudicated bankrupt. The plaintiff brought this action for redemp- 
tion of the mortgaged premises, and for a declaration that the said 
mortgage and the transfer of the said stock were security for £4,000 
and no more, or in the alternative that the said premises at Bow ought 
to be reconveyed to him by the defendants on payment by him of the 
difference between £4,000 and the present of the debenture 
stock. The defendants claimed to hold the premises as security for 
£4,000, and the debenture stock as security for all advances to Crick, 
and submitted that the transactions between the plaintiff and Crick, 
and Crick and themselves were entirely separate, relying on Bickerton 
v. Walker (31 Ch. D. 151). Warrington, J., held that the defendants, 
as assignees of the mortgage, took subject to all equities which were 
subsisting between the plaintiff and Crick at the date of the assign 
ment, and made an order declaring that the plaintiff might redeem the 
property on payment of the amount found due on the original mort 
adv. vult 


value 


gage. The defendants appealed. Cur. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said he did not think there was any great 
difficulty in applying the law to the facts. The plaintiff had con 


tracted to buy some property at West Ham, and in order to complete 
the purchase wanted to borrow £4,000 on the security of the property 
itself, but he was told by licitor, Mr. Crick, that a mortgagee 
would require some further security. The plaintiff had £3,000 deben 
ture stock which he was willing to apply for the purpose. At first it 
was proposed that of Mr. Crick’s should advance the 
money, but Crick said he would himself advance it and could obtain 
it from the bank on the same security on which he was lending the 
£4,000. The agreement between the plaintiff and Crick was that the 
land should be the principal, and the debenture stock a collateral, 
security. The transaction was carried into effect by a mortgage of the 


his s 


one clients 


land for £4,000 to Crick, and by a transfer of the debenture stock 
into Crick’s name. This was the beginning and end of the transac 
tion between the plaintiff and Crick. The £4,000 was provided by 


Crick for the plaintiff and the purchase was completed. Crick, how 
induced the plaintiff to execute a memorandum giving a mortgage 


ever 

n the debenture stock in favour of the bank, not merely as a security 
for the £4,000, but for all the advances of the bank to Crick, and the 
debenture stock was transferred into the names of trustees for the 
bank. The execution of this document was obtained by a representa 


tion by Crick that the true nature 
affected by the form of the memorandum. At a subsequent date the 
mortgage was deposited by Crick with the bank. Now, immediately 
before the deposit what were the 1 ghts of the plaintiff against Crick? 


It seemed clear that he had a right on payment of £4,000 to get 
back his land and also his debenture stock, or if the stock had been 
so dealt with that Crick could not return it, the plaintiff would have 


been entitled to get back the land on payment of £4,000 less the value 
of the stock. What then was the position of the bank? So far as the 
stock was concerned, they, being wholly ignorant of Crick’s fraud, 
were entitled as against the plaintiff to apply the stock as against the 
general indebtedness of Crick. But when the plaintiff came to redeem 


the mortgage on the land. then his lordship the ught the bank could be 


in no better position than their assignor. A transaction between the 
plaintiff and Crick subsequent to the mortgage, but before the sub 
mortgage to the bank, raised an equity by which the assignee was 
bound. That was the view taken by Warrington, J. One point was 


plaintiff was estopped from 
The 


strenuously argued. It was said that the 
denying that the £4,000 was advanced by Crick to the plaintiff. 


plaintiff did not, and never had denied it. Estoppel could have no 
place if the statement made were true It only arose when it was 
sought to prevent a person from asserting the truth. It was then said 
that in truth £4,000 was only paid by means of money received from 
the bank His lordship confessed his inability to appreciate this | 
point. He did not think it necessary to discuss the numerous authori 
ties cited, all of which were, as it seemed to him, quite consistent 


vith the conclusion arrived at by Warrington, J. The appeal would 


be dismissed, with costs. 


Swinren Eapy, L.J., who said that the case turned on the rule that 
the transferee of a mortgage took subject to the state of the accounts 
between the mortgagor and mortgagee at the date of the transfer, and 
referred to Matthews v. Warren (4 Vesey. 118), and 


Puiurore, L.J.. who referred to Turner v. Smith (1901, 1 Ch 


wind Norrish v Varehall (5 Madd. 475) and distinguished Rickerton v. 
Walker eupra), delivered judgment to the same effect COUNSEL. 
Younger. KC. and Tomlin, K.C Cave. K.C. and J. Rolt. 
Souicrtors. Coward d Hawkesley, Sone, & Chance; Colyer & Colyer 


[Reported by H. Laworonp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


of the transaction should not be | practice 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re McEWER. McEWEN v. PHELPS AND OTHERS. 
Sargant, J. 15th and 3uth Oct. 


WiLL—ADMINISTRATION—LIFE-TENANT OF RESIDUE—PERSONAL ASSETS 
Dests—Lecactes—DvutTies—ADJUSTMENT OF ACCOUNTS BETWEEN 
TENANT FOR LIFE AND REMAINDERMEN. 


The so-called rule in Allhusen v. Whittell is not applicable indis- 
criminately. It is only a rule formed on the broad equitable principl: 
that where residue is limited to persons in succession their successiv: 
enjoyment shall be an enjoyment of the same fund, and it must not 
be used to work hardship to the tenant for life, as it would undoubtedly 
do in a case like that before the court, where its application would 
deprive the tenants for life of a considerable amount of income by 
reason of the large disbursements for estate duty, ete., made within 
the first year. 

This was a summons to determine the method of apportioning the 
following payments between capital and income: (1) estate duty and 
interim interest thereon; (2) debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, 
legacies, and legacy duty on legacies given free of duty. The testator. 
who died on the 6th of February, 1911, left a very large estate, the 
estate duty alone on which amounted to over £49,000, and accordingly 
large payments were made at intervals during the first year after 
his death. By his will, after giving certain specific legacies and annui- 
ties, the testator bequeathed to his trustees the sum of £25,000 upon 
trust to invest it and to pay the income thereof to D during her life for 
her separate use, and after her death to pay certain specific legacies. 
He then declared that ‘‘all legacy and other duty payable in respect 
of the life interest of the said D, in the said sum of £25,000, should be 
payable out of my general residuary estate in exoneration of the said 
sum of £25,000, but all legacy or other duty payable in respect of the 
legacies distributable out of the said sum of £25,000 after her death 
shall be paid solely out of such legacies respectively."” The residue 
was divided into fifths, and four of these fifths were settled upon 
trusts under which his three children, the plaintiffs, took life interests, 
and their children, some of whom were defendants, took in remainder. 
The debts, funeral and testamentary expenses amounted to about 
£1,300, in respect of which about £900 was paid in May, 1911. Besides 
the trust legacy of £25,000 which was set aside in July, 1911, other 
legacies amounting to £10,000 were paid by the 1st of June, i911, and 
£4,000 more in November, 1911. It was conceded on both sides that 
neither set of payments ought to be thrown exclusively on the capital, 
but that in each case some income should be taken as employed for that 
purpose. Counsel for the plaintiffs contended that the income must 
| be ascertained as that earned by the capital applied down to the date 
| of application only. Counsel for the defendants argued that the in- 
come must be ascertained or calculated as the income on the capital 
applied for a whole year irrespective of the actual date of application. 
adv. vult, 

Sarcent, J., after stating the facts, said: I am of opinion as a 
matter of strict fairness and independently of all questions of authority. 
and convenience, that it is pretty obvious that in this case 
the plaintiff's method is the preferable one, for his method, if adopted, 
| would have resulted in giving the tenant for life the income and no 
| more than the income of the capital ultimately available for the re- 
| maindermen, while the defendants’ plan would, in respect of every 
application of capital in the course of the first year, deprive the tenants 
for life during the residue of that year of the income on such part of 
| the capit4] ultimately available as was equal to the sum applied. For 
| instance, in the present case, in respect of the first payment of £47,450 
for estate duty, the tenants for life would not only during the re 
| mainder of the first year make. in respect of the subtraction of that 
| sum, a loss of income corresponding with the ultimate loss of capital by 
the remaindermen, but they would also make a special loss of income 
by the charge against them of the agreed rate of interest at 4 per cent. 
on the £47,450 from the 1st of April, 1911, to the 6th of February. 
1912; while the remaindermen would not only suffer no corresponding 
loss, but would actually have their primary loss of £47,450 reduced 
to the extent of the special charge thus made against income. The 
defendant’s counsel contended before me that the matter was concluded 
by Allhusen v. Whittell (1867, L. R. 4 Eq. 295) and Lambert v. Lambert 
(1873, L. R. 16 Eq. 320). In any event, they contended that their 
| view of the effect of these cases had been so universally accepted in 
the profession and adopted in the administration of estates that it 
was impossible now to disregard or modify it, however severe the in 
| justice it might produce in any particular case. I have very carefully 
| examined the case of Allhusen v. Whittell, and I am unable to accept 
this view. In my opinion, that case is founded on the broad equit- 
| able principal that where residue is limited to persons in succession their 
| successive enjoyment should be an enjoyment of the same fund, and 
| that for effectuating this result the court is bound to enter into a sort 
| of equitable book-keeping or adjustment. The exact method of book- 
| keeping directed by the terms of the order in Allhusen v. Whittell 
worked perfectly well in that particular case, and would work equally 
well in cases where the capital subtracted from the gross estate before 
| the ascertainment of residue was not subtracted before the end of the 
| first year. I can see no warranty for applying the method applied_in 
| these cases in precisely the same hard and fast terms to a case like the 
where the subtraction from the estate occurred at periods sub 
And after referring 


Cur 





present 
stantially anterior to the close of the first year. 
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to various text writers and to Seton on Judgments, 7th ed., p. 1620, 
and to the current opinion at the Chancery Bar that the rule in 
Alihusen vy. Whittell was not applicable indiscriminately, and would 


work grave injustice in the many cases where large sums have been | 
expended in clearing the estate at considerable intervals before the 


end of the first year, the learned judge continued :—I have accordingly 
come to the conclusion that I am not bound either by authority 
or any general course of practice to any more precise rule 


than that the book-keeping above referred to is to be 
of such a nature as to produce an equitable result between | 
tenant for life and remaindermen, and [ consider that for | 


this purpose the Court should be as careful to see that the tenant for 
life is not unduly penalized, as the Court was careful in the case of 
tllhusen v. Whittell to see that the tenant for life was not unduly 
benefited. I accordingly make a declaration that in taking the account 
f the shares of the income during the year following the testator’s 
leath, due to the tenants for life, there shall be debited against such 
shares of income interest at 4 per cent. upon the capital sum which 
vould with such interest make up the sum paid in respect of estate 
luty, but calculated only during the respective periods from the date of 
the testator’s death until the respective times when such duty was, in 
fact, paid; and that in taking such account there shall be debited 
igainst such income interest at the same rate upon the capital sums, 
vhich would, with such interest, make up the amount of the debts, 
funeral, and testamentary expenses and legacies. and legacy . duty 
thereon, when given free of duty, and the legacy of £25,000 given to 
F. Dare, and the legacy duty on her life interest therein, but calcu- 
lated only during the respective periods from the date of the testator’s 
leath until the time when such debts, etc., were respectively paid, and 
the £25,000 was set apart to meet the bequest. Though I adopt this 
method in this case as the one which wil 
the parties, I do not by any means wish to lay down that it 
is the only method available, or that extremely elaborate and minute 
alculations must be gone through in every case.—CounseL: Mark 
Romer, K.C., and FB. Knowles Corrie; Alexander Grant, K.C., and H. 
J. H. Mackay; F. Whinney. Sortcrtors: Russell, Cooke, and Co.; 
Biddle, Thorne, Welsford, and Gait. 
(Reparted by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.} 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
HUISH v. LIVERPOOL JUSTICES. Div. Court. 2st Oct. 


Justices — KINEMATOGRAPHS — LiceNsInc —Councit or aA County 
BorouGH—DECLARATION OF JusTICES SITTING IN Petty SEssIons 





Power To Stare Case—C1ineMATOGRAPH Act, 1909 (9 Eb. 7, c. 30), | 


ss. 5, 6 


Where justice g sitting in petty sessions are @x¢ rcising powers dele- 
qated to them by the council of a county borough under sections 5 and 
6 of the Cinematograph Act, 1909, they have no power to state a case, 


Case stated by the Liverpool justices, on the question of a grant of a 
licence to open a kinematograph exhibition. The Cinematograph Act, 
1909, by sections 5 and 6, provides as follows :—‘‘ Section 5: Without 
prejudice to any other powers of delegation, whether to committees 
of the council or to district councils. a county council may, with or 
without any restrictions or conditions as they may think fit, delegate to 
justices sitting in petty sessions any of the powers conferred on the 
council by this Act; Section 6: The provisions of this Act shall apply | 
in the case of a county borough as if the borough council were a county 
council, and the expenses of the borough council shall be defrayed 
out of the borough fund or borough rate.’’ A preliminary objection 
was taken on behalf of the respondents, that the justices had no 
power to state a case. It was argued on their behalf that they were | 
not sitting as a court of summary jurisdiction. and that there were no 
parties and no 7s. The following cases were referred to: Boulter v. 
Kent Justices (1897, A C. 556). R. v. Bird (14 T. L. R. 384). Haqmaie r 
Vv W illeads n Overseers (1904, 2 K. B. 316). and PR. Vv. Rell (15 , L. | a | 
487). | 

_Rovrey, J., said the court had come to the conclusion that the jus- | 
tices had no power to state a case. Section 5 of the Cinematograph Act, 
1909, which conferred upon a county council the power to grant kine- 
matograph licences.’ provided that such power might be delegated to 
~ Justices sitting in petty sessions.”’ By section 6 the council of a 
county borough was in the same position as a county council, and in 
the present case the power to license was delegated to the Liverpool 
justices. The expression was, ‘justices sitting in petty sessions,” 
not “petty sessional court.”’ He thought that meant that the appli- 
cant was not obliged to go to any special tribunal, but could apply to 
the justices who happened to be sitting in petty sessions. The test 
was the business upon which the justices were engaged. In Poulter v. 
Kent Justices (supra) it was held that a court for granting liquor | 
licences was not a court of summary jurisdiction, and that was a 
governing case. Hagmaier v. Willesden Overseers (supra), which dealt 
with justices sitting in special petty sessions to review the jury lists, 
was also in point. and it was held that the justices did not constitute 
a court of summary jurisdiction, and were, therefore, unable to state 
a case. The appeal must be dismissed. 
SCRUTTON and Bamnacne, JJ.. con 


urred.—COUNSEL, JJaemorran, 





work most fairly between | 


K.C., Doughty, and Humphrey Williams; Bodkin. Soxrtcrtors, Alfred 
Harris & Co.; Collyer-Bristow, Curtis & Co., for BE. C. Sanders, 
Liverpool. 


{Reported by Leonarp C. THomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


| LONDON AND PROVINCIAL DISCOUNT CO. v. JONES. STANDARD 
DEVELOPMENTS (LIM.), Claimants. Div. Court. 3rd and 4th Nov. 
_Bitt or Sate—‘* GIVEN In CONSIDERATION OF ANY SUM UNDER £30 ”’ 
BiLts or SaLe Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. c. 43) s. 12. 
The consideration in a bill of sale was stated therein to be as follows : 
‘In consideration of the sum of £30 (less, however, the sum of £2 
2s. retained thereout by the said mortgagecs with the consent of the 
solicitor towards the 


said mortgagor, and paid to the said moregagees’ 
cost of and incidental to the preparation, execution, stamping, and 
registering of these now paid to the said mortgagor by the 
suid mortgagees (the receipt of which the said mortgagor hereby ac- 
knowledges).”’ 

Held, that the bill of sale was not made or given in consideration of 
£30 within the 12 of the Bills of 





presents), 


any sum unde 


Sale Act, 1882. 


Appeal from the Lambeth County Court, on an interpleader issue. 
A bill of sale set forth its consideration, as stated in the head-note. 
By section 12 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1882: ‘‘ Every bill of sale 
made or given in consideration of any sum under £30 shall be void.’’ 
The plaintiffs, the judgment creditors, contended that this bill of sale 


meaning of 38¢ ction 


| was void, on the ground that the bill of sale was made or given in 
consideration of a sum under £30. The county court judge decided 
against this contention, in favour of the claimants, holding that the 
bill of sale was valid. The plaintiffs appealed. contending that the 


intention of the Act was that a sum of money, at least £30, should be 
| handed over to the grantor of the bill of sale. In this case two guineas 
were retained by the mortgagees, on account of a debt to them not due 

j at that time. 
| Bray, J., in giving judgment, said that he had to ascertain the 
meaning of the word ‘ consideration’’ in 12 of the Bills of 
Sale Act, 1882. In Section 8 of the Act of 1878, it was provided that 
every bill of sale should set forth the consideration foe which such 
bill of sale was given, and he thought the word “ consideration ’’ must 
have the meaning in both sections. The meaning of the word 
was considered in Ea parte Challinor (16 C. D. 260), and the court 
| there held that consideration meant not part of the consideration, but 
the whole of the consideration of whatever it might consist. By sec- 
| tion 12, therefore, a bill of sale was void if the whole of the considera- 
tion given for it was under £30. The consideration set forth in this 
bill of sale was not very artistically stated, but what it meant was 
that the bill of sale was given in consideration of a sum of £30, of 
which £27 18s. paid to the grantor and two with the 
| consent of the grantor, was paid to the grantee’s solicitors towards the 
the transaction. In these circumstances was it correct to 
consideration was £27 any than 


section 


Same 


was guineas, 


expenses of 
say that the 


whole 18s., or less sum 


| £30? In his opinion it was not. If the section had said, ‘‘ made o1 

| given in consideration of any sum paid,” they might have had to 
consider what was the true construction of that. But they had no 

| right to add any words to those contained in section 12. What was 


the legal consideration? It was plain that the debtor got more than 
£27 18s he obtained also the disc harge of a debt that would become 
due ina few him tothe mortgagee’s solicitor. There was 
no reason why the debtor should not pay this in advance if he liked, 
and it was only natural that the grantee’s solicitor would not be 
willing to stamp and register the bill unless he got his money handed 


days from 


to him from the debtor, who was borrowing a small sum of money. 
Their attention had been drawn to a number of authorities. 
There was one—/x parte Challinor (ubi sup. in which the expres- 


sions in the judgment were distinctly in favour of the view he was 
taking, but this case was followed by one or two cases in which some 
was directed to what had been said by the Lords Justices in 
that case. In He parte Challinor (ubi sup.) the words in the bill of sale 
in consideration of the sum of £560 now paid.”’ In fact, only 
a less sum was handed to the grantor, but the bill of sale did not state 
that part of the consideration was the discharge of a debt. In Fr 
parte Firth (19 C.D. 419). Jessel, M. R.. said that he thought that Lord 
Justice James, in dealing with the small sums for costs in Lx part 
Challinor, thought it was a debt. He treated it on the principle that 
one could only apply the consideration in the payment of a debt, and 
Jessel, M.R.. said that if the case could not be reconciled with subse 
quent decisions on that ground, he did not feel inclined to extend 
the decision in x parte Challinor any further. In both these cases the 
court was dealing with section 8 of the Act of 1878. In Darlow v. 
Bland (1897. 1 Q. B. 125), section 12 of the Act of 1882 was also con 
sidered. In that having regard to the head-note, it was very 
necessary to see what the court really held. They did not hold that 
the £16 8s. actually paid was the only consideration. For Lopez, L.J.. 
said : ‘“‘How can it be said that this bill of sale was not given for a 
sum under £30? It was given for £26 8s., and when the grantors 
acknowledged the sum of £30 (which I can only understand as £30 
in cash). thev said that which was untrue.’”’ Rigby. L.J., said : 
** From no point of view could it be said that more than £10 had been 
received prior to the date of the bill of sale, and, taking into account 
the £16 8s. paid at the time of the execution, the whole amount actually 
was £26 8s. only, a sum not sufficient to avoid the opera- 


criticism 


were ‘ 


case, 


received 
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f tl Act In his opinion tose authorities did 
i that the bill of sale in this case was given for 
£27 1 only. The appeal, therefore, yuld be 
hat he agreed In his opinion the learned counsel 
id iea ured to read section 12 of the Bill of 
said : Every bill of sale made or given in 
sum paid at the time by the grantee to the grantor 
v i If the section had said that, no doubt 
ild have contended that the mention of money in 
then due was not payment, as was the two 
But the section did not say that What it said 
i p read the section I his opinion, whether 
leration from the point of view of the grantor 
leval onsideration was for £30. The 
£30 undoubtedly—£2 2s. of it for the costs 
idt pa to the grantee As for the yvrantor, he 
the £30. altl ul he had « msented to 
i yuineas for the costs before they were 
| the discharge of the debt. which became 
s registered. He thought that there vas 
at 1 sum not under £30 If they looked ; 
r fe Challinor uly su) is plain that the 
! Vv expressiny J imes L.J > said see p. 
[t does not seem to me that the money was 
borrower because part of it was. with his consent. 
debt for costs to his s licitor, which vas 
ivable because a bill of sts had not been de 
really owing to the s tor The court, in 
I loubtedly said that if it was intended by 
i the principle that a sum retained for cogt 
rong He saw nothing anv of the cases 
them to say that the legal consideration was 
s case He must sav that he was glad he 
é t ntrary 1 Counset, J. B 
f 4 V uld T id ] DD SOLICITORS, a 
J for #. J. Clark, Crovdon: &. Lazaru 
C. G. Moray, Barrieter-at-Law.1 


PROPERTY INSURANCE CO. {LIM.). Horridge, V3 
Sist Uect, 
One Person Sutnc ror Orner Persons Havrne 
Jornt Contract—Rvcctes or tHe Suprems 
P 
he Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, it is ) 
sm “ i” j 4 / on mlere f 
6 or more } wh may ‘ 4 
hy the court o “dd fo defend in auch 
w forthe heneft ‘ ] 12 20 int ted 
/ 7 nf / ‘e a pre 
f hin f )0 f f for 
/ / / if / 
untill ied on behalf of and for the benefit of all 
d named as underwriters ina grosment date: l 
1913, and made between t said underwrit and 
he defendants agreed t iv the sa 1 under 
I ol poli 1e8 I motor re-insurances The 
i n that the ontiact uestion was made 
dant the one part and the plaintiff jointly wit 
is} t yntractors of tl! rt r part. and that the 
I entitled to maintain the action alone. It 
f of the plaintiff that he ntitled bi t} 
| ere interested ¢ uwreement was to 
lerwriters, and they all parties to the 
tended on behalf of tl lefendants that one 
1 contract made by himself jointly with 
\ yg ses were ited in the irse of tne argu 
S 1 Q. B. D. 313). Duke of Bedford v. 
V/ f fey ght Steams] ( 1910, 2 K. B., 
1 Q. B. 422), Rohert v. Holland (1893, 
n Knowles (1898, 2 Q. B. 330 
t greement provided that in consideration of 
ng to pay in the specified proy s, the 
to all the underwriters jointly a premium to 
( led. There was no dispute that apart from 
fa that the other underwriters had not been 
m, though thev were ontractors, would 
‘ The rule, however, provided for the case 
persons id an interest in the same matter, and as 
r und riters in the present case the word “nu 
ied w It had been contended, however, that 
ply t nt-contractors. Applying the language 
ford Ellia (supra) and Markt v. Knight Steam 
felt that the rule applied. and he considered he 
uthority from coming to a different conclusion, as 
1 by de Hart v. Sterenson (supra), which was 
similar that he could draw no distinction. On 


vould be judgment for the plaintiff, with costs. 
1 Harvey; Walsh, K.C. Sortcrrors, Jaci 
Suv petone, Stone, Barker, d& Ellis 


Leoxarp C. Taomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


| was the work of other people 





Societies. 


The Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association. 
FESTIVAL DINNER. 


The seventeenth festival dinner of the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ 
| Association was held in the Crown Room, Holborn Restaurant, on 
| Thursday, the 13th inet., the President, Mr. William Bromley, occupy 


|} ing the chair. Among the guests were Mr. Justice Channell, Sir Charles 


Fortescue Brickdale, Mr. F, R. Y. Radcliffe, K.C., Mr. W. T. Barnard, 
K_.C., Mt. H. E. Duke, K.C., M.P., Mr. Leslie Scott, K.C., M.P., Mr. F. 
| A. Greer, = C., Mr. D. C. Leck, K.C., Mr. J. A. Hawke, K.C., Mr. 
Ernest B, Charles, K.C., Master T. Willes Chitty, Master R. T. Watkin 
Wiiliams, an Stewart Jobson, Mr. Owen Thompson, Mr. W. 0. 
Willis, Mr. G. Powers, Mr. Ernest Todd, Mr. W. G. Snowdon Gard. 
Mr. R. W. Dibdin, Mr. k. F. Oldham, Mr. A, W. Hadrill, Mr. J. R. 
Welch, and Mr. H. Giles, 
| The loyal toasts having been proposed from the chair and duly 
honoured, 
Mr. Justice CHANNELL proposed the toast of “ The Association.” He 
| supposed that to the general public the existence of the Solicitors’ Mar 
aging Clerks’ Association was almost unknown, and he was sure thei: 
merits were, but to the working members of the profession they were 
| very evident. He had himselt be n a working member of the 
| profession for a great number of years. It was over fifty years 
| since he was called to the Bar, and he knew a good deal about the 
| legal profession, even before that. He was quite sure that to anybody 
| who had a real intimate knowledge of the legal profession it must be 
| known that solicitors’ managing clerks were the real workers in that 


| profession. They were the people who, in a great part of its work, co1 





| duced more than any other portion of the profession to ite success. As 
| to the association itself, he greatly commended its founders. The ass 
ciation offered certainly great benefits, both direct and indirect, to its 
members. As to the direct benefits, there were its lectures, it 
library and other advantages. But he thought that the indirect benefits 
were very much greater. An association of this sort tended to elevate 
the pos of the members. There was nothing, he thought, bett« 
calculated to give what was called esprit de corps. It bound peop! 
together, and tended to stimulate exertion and excellence in ever’ 
sort of way. Men who were bound together in a common professio1 
either as members of the Bar, or as members of a Circuit, or any othe 





hool, or anything else, exerted themselves, not only 
in their own est, but because they desired to keep up the reputatio: 
| of the body to which they belonged. And an association which bound 
a profession together and made ‘them meet together, and bound then 
together one common body tended to produce esprit de cor ps, and t 
| produce consequent results in the position of individual members of that 
whic 


| particular body or s¢ 


inte 


| 


| body He was sure, therefore, that the association was one 
ought to be encouraged in every way, and that it must tend to help its 

members in their work, and to put them in a stronger and bette 

position than they would have been in but for its existence, The toast 

was cowpled with the name of the chairman. He had known him fo. 
| many years. He recollected the time in his early days when he rathe 

stood in awe of the managing clerks, They were important persons 
| to him then. He was thinking of the time when he wae beginning; 


of his first weigng « ion into the p ofession he 
work to do, but in his early days, of course, it 
which one did for nothing—and he could 


fortunately from the time 
had always had plenty of 


recollect many of the managing clerks of those days, though he was 
| afraid tiey had passed away. Managing clerks had very important 
and responsible duties to perform, and they were greatly trusted by 
their employers 

The CHAIRMAN, before responding to the toast, said that both M: 
Justice Bucknill and Mr. Justice Bargrave Deane, who had expecte 


| to be present, had written to him expressing their regret that they wer 
unable to do so, and Mr, Justice Lush had also written that he felt 
he was hardly strong enough, in view of his other duties, to attend. His 
| Honour Judge Rentoul was, at the last moment, prevented from being 
present by the very serious illness of his wife. Turning to the toast, lh 
said that this was the twenty-first year of the association. The ther 
president of the Law Society had been present at one of their dinners, 
| and had spoken of the association as a trade union. All he could 
was that if trades wnions could be carried on as was the case with t 
association there would be an end of the strife between master and 
servant. This was a society which enabled its members more to effect 
ally carry on the peculiar work they had to do, and, therefore, the 
principals really got the benefit of the operations of the association. T 
association had a rule committee, which considered matters which the 


} 


thought required amendment, and they put their views before the 
authorities, and they generally got what they asked for. Meetings 
were held at which points of practice were discussed, and sometimes 
papers were read hy the members. One of the masters and some ot 
the officials of the Courts of Justice had thought it would be a good 
thing to have a common room for solicitors’ clerks, and the associati 


was consulted as to its management; and they had now issued about 
300 tickets, giving solicitors’ clerks the right to use the room. Thet 
the association had its lectures and its library, which contained a very 
, but the committee would like to extend 











large number of valuable book 
the facilities in this respect. An endeavour was therefore made to 
obtain permission to use the library of the Law Society. The first 


application to the council failed, but another was made and, ae a result, 
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the members had now free tickets for that libeary. The Law Society 
would, of course, lose the fee of five shillings they would have received 
in each case, but he was quite sure that the good which would result 
would balance any loss which might be incurred. 

Mr. A. Rye proposed the health of ‘‘ The Legal Profession. He said 
that the judges had for centuries stood between the people and the 
powers that be. They were the only bulwark to-day against the Govern- 
ment departments. The judges were the admiration of the whole world 
and never could it be said that a man sought justice at their hands and 
did not get it. The law might have been “bad, but the judges had done 
their best to see that justice was done. He asserted that, contrary to 
the common belief, solicitors, instead of trying to foment litigation, often 
acted as peacemakers, and disputes were often kept out of court, which 


otherwise would not have stopped until they reached the House of 
Lords. . ; é ; 
Mr. H. E. Duke, K.C., M.P., in responding, said that the hones and 


sinew of the working profession of the law were to be found in the 
ranks of the solicitors’ managing clerks, as every man knew, who had 
had practical experience of the profession, either in town or in country. 
Legal firms were chiefly known by their clerks, who did their own 
share of the work and other people’s. And, in the event of anything 
going wrong, they took their own share of the blame and that of every 
body else. 

Mr. E. F. Ovpxam returned thanks on behalf of solicitors. He 
said that Mr. Justice Channell had used the term esprit de corps. It 
was that and the great traditions of the profession which made the 
solicitors hold, in carrying out the dutieé of their calling, that they 
should not pay too much regard to what was actually in the Statute 
Book, or to case law, or to the White Book, but that they should fight 
their actions and cases and play the game, or, in the words of Lord 
James of Hereford, “ fight with the sword of the warrior, and not with 
the dagger of the assassin.” Solicitors could not but be mindful of the 
great assistance they received from their managing clerks, or of the 
absolute necessity to them of having managing clerks upon whom they 
could rely, and whom they could trust. The association was eminently 
calculated to carry on the traditions of the profession of which he had 
spoken. 

Mr. W. T. Barnarp, K.C., proposed the health of “ 

The CHAIRMAN having returned thanks, 

Mr. G. B. ELpnick submitt ed the toast of “Our Guests.” He said 

hat the memberé were desirous of making it quite clear that the asso 
po th was not a trade union. Many of the principal firms of solicitors 
recognised the benefit which accrued from their clerks belonging to the 
association. He would urge solicitors to use their influence with their 
clerks that they might become members. Membership was the means 
of making many friendships, and the aim of the association 
improve the status of the managing clerk, and to fit him to carry out 
his duties. , 

Mr. Lestre Scott, K.C., M.P., ret 
the association represented a definite 
functions it performed were recognised and honourd by everybody. The 
lawyer was seldom held in any great esteem would challenge anyone 
to produce a quotation from English literature which was laud atory of 


the 


The 


Chairman.” 


was to 


urned thanks for the Bar. He said 
branch of legal activity, and the 


—he 


the lawyer. In poetry, history, the drama, music, the law was the 
butt of eve ybody But, honestly, he believed that ‘they ill desired to 
see British justice administered in a way which would be in the future, 


as it had been in the past, the admiration of the whole world. 

Mr. R. W. Dispry, responding for the solicitors, spoke of the high 
qualities of managing clerks. The principals often obtained inspira 
tion and learning from them, 

Mr. FE. E. Rowe gave the toast of “The Officers.” 

Mr. T. J. Wor ey returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 


United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, the 17th of 
November, at 3, King’s Bench-walk. Temple, E.C. Mr. S. Webb 
“That the case of Bates v. Ratey & Co. (Limited) 
R., 3 K.B. 353) was wrongly decided.”” Mr. C. P. Blackwell 
The following gentlemen also spoke :—Messrs. Evill, J. W. 
J. Ball, Morden, Box. The motion was carried by 1 vote. 


Johnson moved : 
(1913, L. 
opposed. 
Weigall, 





Committals of Cases to Assizes. 


In charging the Grand Jury in the Crown Court at Manchester on 
Tuesday, says the Times, Mr. Justice Avory said he regretted to see 
that there were a number of quarter sessions cases in the calendar. 
As to many of them, he could not see any reason whatever why they 
should be committed to the Assizes. If he did not find any sufficient 
reason for it, he would be obliged to pursue a practice that he began 
in Liverpool, and allow no more costs than would have allowed 
1f they had been tried at quarter sessions. That sometimes the 
only \ vay to put an end to a practice which had been condemned over 
and over again. The time of the Assizes ought not to be occupied in 


been 


was 


aying cases wich ought properly to be sent to quarter sessions. During 
the day the Judge refused to allow costs higher than would be 
allowed at quarter sessions in four cases. Counsel in one of these 


cases suggested that magistrates sometimes sent prisoners to the Assizes 
instead of the quarter sessions because they thought they would be 
more severely dealt with. The Judge: I have tried for some years 
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now to teach them the error of their ways. I am hoping that the new 


method will succeed. 





On Wednesday, at the same Assizes, the learned judge was asked by 
Mr. Shaweross on behalf of the Bar to rescind the order he made on 
the day before that costs only on the sessions scale should be allowed 
in certain cases which He had said should properly have been dealt 
with at sessions instead of assizes. Mr. Shawcross pointed out that 
stipendiary magistrates had acted in their discretion, and innocent 
prosecuting solicitors png suffer. 

The Judge: Then I was right in my assumption that some persons 
do get more costs by the cases being sent to the assizes’! 

Mr. Shaweross : Yes, but these persons cannot help it, and are not 
to be blamed for it. 

The Judge: I had considered all this, and I think the result of my 
order will be that persons responsible for prosecutions will take care in 
future that cases are sent to the proper court. I am afraid it is one 
of the necessary consequences that innocent people must suffer with the 
guilty if there be any guilty. I do not see my way to alter my order 

In regard to certain other cases Mr. Roe Rycroft explained that 
there were special reasons why the prisoners should be sent to the 
assizes instead of to the sessions, and pointed out that the sessions 
would not be held until the beginning of January. Continuing, counsel 
made reference to the Home Office circular of December, 1896. which 
said that. where the interval before the next sessions was considerable 
magistrates n ght pre perly send cases to the assizes. 

The Judge: They might take that into consideration, but I really 
do not care what it said. Continuing, the judge said if the prisoners 
were on bail the delay was not serious, and if they had pleaded 
‘Guilty ’’ before the magistrates, a month or so in custody did not 
matter. 

In a case sent up from Lancaster the judge ordered that quarter 
sessions costs only should be allowed, remarking that he wished he 
could make those responsible for sending the prisoner there pay the 
extra costs which had been occasioned Not having that power he 
would take care no one else had to pay them. Later the judge having 
1 larceny case brought before him, ordered the prisoner to be put back, 
and asked if there were not any cases ready such as should properly 
be tried at assizes. He remarked : ‘“‘T will not keep the jury waiting 
while I dispose of these quarter session cases.” 

+ 
Law Students’ Journal. 
Calls to the Bar. 

The following gentlemen were called to the Bar on the 18th inst 

LincoLn’s Inn.—H. C. Mitchell-Dawson, Lincoln Coll., Oxford, 
M.A.; A. B. Dunne, Queens’ Céll., Camb., M.B., B.C.; B. B. Buck 
ley, King’s Coll., Camb., B.A.; A. K. M. Ball, Merton Coll., Oxford, 
B.A.; J. W. A. Geare, Pembroke Coll., Camb., B.A.; C. H. Z. 
Fernando St. John’s Coll., Camb., B.A., LL.B.; T. S. Toolis, Corpus 
Christi Coll., Camb.; J. H. Bowman,, Worcester Coll., Oxford; 
C. A. Good; R. C. Bourne, New Coll., Oxford, B.A.; H. C. Gee, 
Camb. Univ.. M.A.; and A. B. Cooray. . 

InNER Tempie.—G. K. Rose, B.A., LL.B., Camb. (holder of a certi- 
ficate of honour awarded Michaelmas Term, 1912); C. F. Ryder, B.A 
Oxford; A. E. C. Franklin, B.A., Camb.; H. L. J. Edwards,. B.A 


Sandeman. B.A.., 
Oxford: E. C. F 


Oxford; H. R. King, Camb 
Vyvyan, B.A, Camb.; C. E. von 


Oxford: G. A. C 
F. Woollev-Hart. 


Fleischl. B.A., Oxford; J. Rawle, B.A., Oxford: B. G. H. Cotton, 
Camb. ; C. M. Pi tto, B.A., Camb.: C. O. H. Bury, B.A., Oxford ; 
T. F. Buxton, B i Camb.;: R. F. Dias, B.A., LL.B.. Camb 

F. S. Laskey, B.A., Oxford ; O. S. Buckmaster. B.A., Oxford; T. R. 


Nettlefold, B.A., Camb.; E. H. 
Oxford: L. F. Hemmans, 


Camb.; J. H. 
Oxford; N. J. Laski, B.A.. 


Williams, B.A., 
Williams, B.A.., 


M.B.. B.S... Durham: F. N. Broome, B.A., Oxford; J. R. Hooton, 
B.A.. Oxford: V. Holmes, B.A.. Dublin; G. C. Allsebrook, Oxford; 
FE. V. Adams, B.A., LL.B... Camb.; H. A. H. Christie, B.A., Camb. ; 
F. Rosenheim: K. E. Drake-Brockman, B.A., Oxford; and the Hon. 
R. S. A. Palmer, B.A.. Oxford. 

Crav’s Inn.--W. Moir. M.D... C.M., Aberdeen Univ., B.Se.. Vi 
toria Uni Manchester: F. W. George: G. E. Oates, M.D B.S., 
London Univ... M.R.C.P.. London, D.P.H., Camb. Univ.; E. Apted; 
T. A. E. Bradley: H. S. Coles; G. Snowden. M.D.. Brussels. M.R.C.S 
L.R.C.P., London, D.P.H., C amh Univ.: FE. C. Wilson: R. B. Cox: 
H. Lesser: R. S. Thacker; G. T. Ewen: C. W. St. C. Thompson; 
T. A. Garner: D. C. Kirkhope, M.D., C.M., Glasgow Univ., D.P.H.. 
Camb. Univ and C. W. Renton. 

The above list does not contain the names of barristers who will 
apparently not practise in England 
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Law Students’ Societies. 


Piymovutn, Stonenovuse AND Devonport Law Srupents’ Desatinc 


Socrety.—The third ordinary meeting of this society was held in the 
Law Library on Thursday, the 13th of November, 1913. The presi 
dent, Mr. G. N. Dickinson, took the chair, and the following subject 


John Brown found a Bank of England note for £10 


was discussed 


and placed it in his pocket-book, without knowing who the owner of 
the note was. Subsequently he was grossly careless with the pocket 
book, with the result that it was destroyed, and the note contained 
therein was destroyed along with it Shortly afterwards Brown dis 


covered that Smith was the owner of the note. Can Smith recover any 


compensation againet Brown Mr. S. Burridge opened for the affirma 
tive, and was eupp wted by Mr. B. H. Chowen Mr. L. V. Holt, lead 
ing for the negative, was supported by Mr. B. H. Prance; Messrs 
E. C. T. Finch and P. G. H. Morcom also spoke. Mr. Burridge, having | 
replied, the chairman summed up, and on the motion being put to the 


meeting the affirmative w: irried by 5 votes to 3. 


BrrmMincuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—-At a meeting of the above 
society, held at the Law Library, Bennetts-hill, Birmingham, on Tues 
day, the 18th of November, Mr. T. H. Cleaver in the chair. The 


following moot was discussed : 
polish, the principal ingredient of which is a petroleum spirit with a 
flash point of not less He has sold several millions 
of tins, and has never heard of any accident caused through using the 
polish previous to that sustained by B 
a shopkeeper of the said liquid metal polish, and whilst cleaning 
fire irons by a vith a small fire burning is injured by an explo 
sion of the tin of polish, having placed the tin on the hearth. 
There is no warning on the tin that the contents are in any way danger 


than 84 degrees 


tin 
grate 


she 


ous, or that it should not be allowed to remain in a heated place in 
the presence of a light or flame. Can B successfully sustain an action 
for damages against \ Mr T G Mander opened in the affirma 
tive, and was supported by Messrs. C. E. Shelly, W. L. W. Newey, 
S. F. Snape, D. W. Wooldridge, B.A., S. H. Robinson, C. Coley, B A., 
LL.B., G. W. Moore und F. O. Skidmore Mr. B. S. Atkinson 
opened in the negative, and was supported by Messrs. L. B. Terry, O. 
Bergendorff, A. W. Fullwood, B. B. Davis, F. H. Wayne, and D. A. 
Daniels. On the proposition being put, it was carried : voting affir 
mative, 10; negative, 6. 

WRexHAM AND District Law Stupents’ Socrery.—The first meeting 
of the above society was held at the Public Library, Wrexham, on 
Monday, the 17th of November, Mr. J. Hopley Pierce in the chair 
The following was the subject of the debate: ‘‘ That it is just and 


should not have absolute 
without first making satisfactory provision for his wife 
if anv), and that the law should be amended accord 
R. C. Roberts opened in the affirmative, and Mr. T. O. 
the negative The following members also spoke ; 
Messrs. N. Hugh-.Jones, Sam Hughes, W. FE. Williams. LL.B.,. H. B. 
Jones, C. Newman, N. D. Bird. W. K. Minshall, and Ll. Huch-Jones. 
After the openers had replied the chairman summed up, and, on the 
motion being put to the meeting, it was carried by 2 votes. 


that power to dispose of 
his property 
ch Idren 
Mr 


Bury opened in 


equitable 1 testator 


and 
ingly.”’ 


Obituary. 
Mr. M. Crackanthorpe, K.C. 


Mr. Montagu Crackanthorpe, K.C., died of heart 


house in Rutland-gate last Sunday morning. 





failure at his 


| appellate tribunals and in the Privy’ Council. 


‘A is a manufacturer of liquid metal | 


B, a customer, purchases from | 


| ber, 


Meanwhile, the tide 
of promotion passed him by, and several of his juniors reached the 
Bench. In the later years of his active professional life he confined 
himself to the House of Lords and the Judicial Committee. 

He twice attempted to enter Parliament as a Liberal, but without 
success; at South Kensington in 1885 and at Brixton in 1886; and 
he was a frequent contributor on social subjects to the reviews and 
newspapers. His activities, indeed, were manifold; he was a member 
of the General Council of the Bar and of the Council of Legal Educa 
tion. He was also chairman of the Council of Law Reporting. In an 
official capacity he attended the International Congress of Advocates 
at Brussels in 1897 and the International Congress of the Society of 
Comparative Legislation in Paris in 1900. He wrote and spoke much 
on the subject of criminology. He was a close friend of Sir Francis 
Galton, and was president of the Eugenics Education Society from 
1909 to 1911. He was also standing counsel to the University of 
Oxford from 1893 to 1899. 

In April, 1869, he married the younger daughter of the Rev. Eard- 
ley C. Holt, a cousin of the late Mr. Childers, a lady of many social 
gifts and of considerable brilliancy as a writer. He leaves two sur- 
viving sons, the elder in the Diplomatic Service. 








Legal News. 
Changes of Partnership. 
Dissolutions. 


Lancuam Carter and Bensamin Currer Rawson, solicitors (Moss 
man, Rawson, & Carter), 1, Piccadilly, Bradford. The partnership 
has been declared void by order of court dated the 7th day of Novem 
1913. 


Apotenus Toorn and Wiit1amM Ricuarp Broxam, solicitors (Tooth 
Nov. 11. 


& Bloxam), 36, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C. 
[Gazette, Nov. 14. 
General. 


The Right Hon. Sir Ford North, F.R.S., of Queensborough Terrace, 
W., and of The Laggan, Carron, Elgin, for 18 years a Judge of the 
High Court, who died on the 12th of October, aged 83, left estate of 
the gross value of £87,936, of which £84,869 is net personalty. 

At the meeting of the City Corporation on the 13th inst. a letter was 
read from Dr. Waldo, the City Coroner, relating to the death of a boy 
who was run over by a motor-omnibus. The jury urged that legisla 
tion should be introduced for the more effectual regulation of motor 
traffic in the metropolis. The communication was referred to a com- 
mittee and the reference was enlarged so as to include motor-cycles. 

Application, says the J'imes, will be made next Session for Parlia- 
mentary powers for the incorporation of a body of trustees to be called 
“The Crystal Palace Trustees.’’ It will consist of representatives of 
the contributing authorities and of other persons who may be hereafter 


| nominated. The powers sought include the right to extend, alter, 
| and repair or remove the structure, to make charges for admission, and 


generally to maintain and manage the Palace. 

Aftet appearing for his public examination at the Salisbury Bank 
ruptey Court on the 13th inst. Mr. R. M. Hall, solicitor, an ex-mayor 
of Salisbury, a member of the Wiltshire County Council, and a promi 
nent member of the local Liberal Association, was arrested on a charge 
of misappropriation of funds under the Larceny Act, 1901. There are 
five charges against him, involving sums aggregating £997. The de- 
fendant was remanded until Tuesday, bail being allowed in two sureties 
of £500 each. A summary of the debtor’s statement of affairs shows 
gross liabilities amounting to £10,782, and a deficiency of £6,665 
Replying to Mr. Tilney Barton, the Official Receiver, the debtor said 


| that he lost a considerable amount through the bankruptcies of two 


Mr. Montague Hughes Cookson, as his name was—for he only assumed | 
the name of Crackanthorpe on his succession in 1888 to the New 
biggin estate in Westmorland, the property of his cousin, a near 
kinsman of Wordsworth the poet—was, says the J'imes, the sixth son 
of Mr. Christopher Cookson, of Wellington, Somerset, and was born 
on the 24th of February, 1832. From Merchant Taylors’ School he 
obtained a scholarship at St. John’s College, Oxford, of which society, 
after winning a double first’’ (in classics and mathematics) in 
Moderations in 1852, and again in the Final Schools in 1854, he be 


He also won the University Mathematical Scholarship 
He was called to 


came a Fellow. 


the Eldon Law Scholarship in 1856. 


in 1853 and 
the Bar by Lincoln’s Inn in 1859, and soon afterwards joined the 
brilliant staff of the short--lived series of the New Reports, which 


comprised, among others 
Courtney, and Lord Selby. But he succeeded in practice better than 
most law and became one of the most thriving juniors in 
Lincoln’s Inn. 

In 1875 he was made a Q.C., together with the late G. W. Hemming, 


rept rters, 


Graham Hastings, W. F. Robinson, afterwards Vice-Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster, H. B. Ince, and Horace Davey. He first attached 
himself to the court of Mr. Justice Fry, who was added to the Vice 
Chancellors as an Equity Judge in 1877. There he acquired the 


leading position and, the judge being unusually rapid in his methods, 
an immense practice. When Sir Edward Fry was promoted to the 
Court of Appeal, Cookson transferred himself to the court of Mr. 
Justice Pearson, and about four years later, on that judge’s death, 
to the court of Mr. Justice North. In each of his courts he acquired 
the leading practice. In the course of a few years, however, he be- 
came a ‘‘special,’’ and was retained in numerous cases in the home 


| 


| in the urban district. 


builders. The examination was adjourned for a month. 


The Local Government Board have given authority for the prepara 
tion of four further town-planning schemes under the Housing, Town- 
Planning, &c., Act, 1909. The schemes are authorized to be prepared 
by the Corporation of Birmingham and the urban district councils of 
Ham. Little Woolton, and Allerton. In the case of Birmingham the 


Herschell, Davey, Sir James Stirling, Lord | scheme is to relate to an area of about 3,173 acres partly in the North 


Yardley and Stechford districts of the city, and partly in the parishes 
ef Castle Bromwich and Minworth, in the rural district of Meriden. 
In the case of Ham the scheme is to apply to an area of about 976 acres 
In the cases of Little Woolton and Allerton the 
schemes. which are to relate to areas of about 420 and 1,200 acres 
respectively, will be prepared by the Corporation of Liverpool, the 
urban districts being incorporated with the city as from the 9th inst 
At the Staffordshire Assizes, on Monday, before Mr. Justice Cole- 
ridge, Thomas William Stewart, twenty-nine, lecturer, was indicted 
for committing blasphemy by attacking the truth of Christianity, by 
| ribaldry, profanity and indecency at Wolverhampton on the 26th and 
| 27th of September. Mr. W. J. Wylie prosecuted, and Stewart con 
| ducted his own defence. The evidence showed that a shorthand note 
| was taken of the defendant’s addresses, and from extracts read 
| court from the transcript it appeared that he had ridiculed the namé 
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of God and Jesus Christ, and also the story of the Creation in the 
Bible and the narrative of the birth of Christ. The defendant dis- 
puted the accuracy of the transcript and cross-examined the witnesses 


at length. He claimed the right to challenge religious beliefs, 
referring to the action of the late Lord Chief Justice Cole- 
ridge in the case of Mr. Bradlaugh. Mr. Justice Coleridge, 


in summing up, said it was a curious thing one might attack any other 
religion in most blasphemous language and the law would hold one 
harmless, but in regard to Christianity the law was different. The 
question for the jury was whether the defendant’s language was used 
in honest discussion of the fundamentals of Christianity or to outrage, 
insult and ridicule the feelings of Christian people. "The defendant 
was found guilty, and was sentenced on Tuesday to four months’ 
imprisonment with hard labour. ; 
Mr. R. Gerald Trollope died suddenly from heart failure on Monday 
at his house, Chilterns End, near Henley-on-Thames, in his 60th year. 
Mr. Trollope was the eldest son of the late Mr. R. L. Trollope of 
Kingston Hill Place and Eaton Square. He had been a partner in the 
firm of Messrs. George Trollope and Sons, the estate agents and auc 
tioneers, for many years, and will be missed by a wide circle of friends. 
In his younger days he was a keen supporter of coaching and an excel 
lent whip. He leaves a widow and one son. 
_ At a special meeting of the Wimbledon Town Council on the 13th 
inst. it was decided by 17 votes to two to promote in the next Session 
of Parliament a Bill to authorize the council to purchase the Wimble 
don Park Estate and adjoining land at a cost of £65,000 as an open 
space; further to constitute the borough a county borough, and to 
obtain other powers with regard to health, local government, and im 
provements of the borough. The area of the land which it is proposed 
to acquire is 155 acres, of which 32 acres in the centre are taken up by 
a lake. , 
; Notice is given in Tuesday’s Gazette that a Bill will be introduced 
into Parliament next Session to abolish the rights and privileges of th 
Un versities of Oxford and Cambridge and the City of St. Albans 
relating to the sale of wine and to provide that the sale of wine in 
those areas should be subject to the provisions of the Licensing (Con 
solidation) Act, 1910. It will be remembered, says the 7'imes, that in 
July last the Chancellor of the Exchequer introduced a similar Bill, 
which was ruled out of order by Mr. Jeune, one of the Examiners of 
Standing Order Proofs, on the ground that the Standing Orders had 
not been complied with. i 


At the meeting of the Corporation on the 13th instant at the Guild 
hall a letter was read from his “Honour Judge Lumley Smith, K.C. 
expressing his desire to resign at Christmas the offices of Judge of th: 
City of London Court and Judge of the Sheriffs’ Court for the Poultry 
Compter. He would, he said, be 80 in January next, and of late had 
become so deaf as to hear the witnesses in cases before him with diffi 
culty. The letter was referred, with many expressions of regret, to a 
committee with a view to the provision of the statutory pension. The 
salary attached to Judge Lumley Smith’s office, the duties of which 
include the trial of criminal cases at the Old Bailey, is £2,500 a year, 
paid partly by Court fees and partly by the Corporation from the City’s 
cash. The appointment is in the gift of the Crown. 

At the close of Judge Lumley Smith’s list at the Central Criminal 
Court on Wednesday Mr. H. C. Bickmore, on behalf of the members 
of the Bar, expressed their regret at the judge’s retirement, and said 
they hoped he would be spared to enjoy his well-earned rest. All the 
members of the Bar who had practised in that court had received 
every consideration and assistance from him. Judge Lumley Smith, in 
reply, thanked the members of the Bar for the assistance he had at 
all times received from them. ‘‘I also am very sorry to leave you all,”’ 
he added. ; . 

Presiding last week at a lecture at the Camera Club on the subject 
of caravaning, says the Daily News, Mr. Justice Eve said that he had 
been an ardent caravaner for over thirty years, having taken out his 
first caravan in 1881, and slept in his latest only a few nights pre 
viously. It was his custom, he said, to spend his week-ends, even at 
this time of the year, in his caravan, which was pitched at present in 
an orchard in the Midlands. The principal requirement in caravaning 
was an unfailing optimism, but some knowledge of the culinary art 
was also indispensable. A companion of his once brought to the table 
cooked rabbit with the fur on. 








The directors of the Alliance Assurance Company, Limited, at their 
meeting on the 19th of November, declared an interim dividend at the 


Herrinc, Son & Daw (estab. 1773), surveyors and valuers to 
several of the leading banks and insurance companies, beg to announce 
that they are making a speciality of valuations of every class of pro- 
perty under the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. Valuation offices : 98, 
Cheapside, E.C., and 312, Brixton-hill, S.W. Telephone : City 377; 
Streatham 130.—(Apvrt.) 


- Why Pay Rent’? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the ScorrisH TEMPERANCE Lire AssuRANCE Co. (Lrmitep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 


Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 








Tue Law AND Practice or INTERPLEADER IN THE HiGH Court AND 
County Courts. With a chapter on the conduct of an Interpleader 
proceedings and complete sets of forms. By S. P. J. Mertrn, Barrister- 
at-Law. Price 6s. net. Butterworth & Co., Bell Yard, W.C.—‘‘ Indis- 
pensable to Sheriffs and High Bailiffs.’’—{Advt.] 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 
1s ATTENDANCE OF 
Mr. Justice 


Rota oF KeorsTeans 


EMFRGEXCY Appgat Court Mr. Justice 


Date. OTA, No. I, Joyo. WAkrivoroyn. 
Monday Nov.24 Mr Bloxam Mr Charch Mr Jolly Mr Greswell 
Tuesday 25 Jolly Farm2r Greswell Church 
Wednesday ... 26 Greswell Synge Borrec Leach 
Thursday...... 27 Leach Jolly Synge Borrer 
Friday ... 28 Borrer Bloxam Farmer Synge 
Saturday .. 29 Goldschmidt Greswell Bloxam Jolly 

Mr, Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Juatice 

Date. NEVILLE Eves. SARGANT. ASTBURY, 
Monday Nov. 24 Mr. Goldschmidt Mr. Synge Mr Farmer Mr Leach 
Cuesday .. 25 Bloxam Borrer Synge Goldsshmidt 
Wednesday 25 Farmer Juily Bloxan Caarch 

hursday . 27 Chureh Bloxam Goldschmidt Greswell 
Friday ......... 28 Greswell Goldsch nidt Leaco Jolly 
Saturday 29 Leach Farmer Charch Borrer 











The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


December 2.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewsow & Curnnocks, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold 
Properties (see advertisement, page xii, Oct. 25). 

December 3.—Messre. Dovcias Youre & Co., at the Mart: Leasehold 
Rent (see advertisement, back page, Nov. 15). 


Ground 


Result of Sale. 

Revereions, &c. 
Messrs. H. KE. Foster & Onawrietp held their usual Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following lots were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 


To One-seventh of £11,428 - on - mn Bold £850 

To One-fifth of about £23,437 « os . ee - » £1,640 
REVERSIONS— 

To One-seventh of £18,641 4s. 61. £1,100 

To moiety of £3,00 . - » £1,345 








Winding-up N Stices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuirep 1m CaanoreYr 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 14. 
ERNESTINA SYNDICATE, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dee 18, to send, 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to B.5. 
Wilmot, 45, L-adenhall st, liquidator. e 
GLAMORGAN BRICK CO, LtTv.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Edwin 
Dovey, 31, Queen st, Cardiff, liquidator. 
RALPH, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 11, to 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
12, Coleman st, liquidator. . = : 
SABDEN PRINTING C +, LT0.—Creditors are required on or before Dec 17, to send in their 


send their names and 
Alfred Assheton Lowe, 





rate of 5s. per share, less income-tax, which will be payable on the 


5th of January, 1914. 


-_ e have received from the Central Translations Institute, of 265 
AT se a copy of their ‘‘ Standard Metric Equivalent Tables.’’ These 
— ne meaty  patated on a large card, suitable for hanging on the 
prinsinal 8 now in a concise manner and without loss of time all the 
= pa . equivalents between British weights and measures and the 
letric system, as also sterling amounts worked out into the equivalents 
of _ and marks. These tables will be sent post free on receipt 
nc - £d., and will, we are sure, be generally appreciated wherever 
erence has to be made to metric weights and measures. 





B SHAUL & Co, Ltp.—Credivors are required, 


names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
Augustus Hargreaves 7,,Grimshaw st, Burnley, liquidator. y 

TARBUCK s BREWERY Co, LTD. (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on jor before 
Dec 20, to send their! names and addresses, ,and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Arthur George Oldam, 30, The Temple, Dale st, Liverpool, liquidator. 


STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, Nov 18. 


JOINT 


RE KINGHAM & Hops Lp. (IN LIQUIDATION) —Creditors are required, on or before 


Dec 19, to send their names and addresses, aud particulars of thew debts or claims 
to Richard Henry Miller, 36, Glasshouse st, liquidator. 

on or “efore Dec 1, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Alexander Brooke 
Bryden, 1084, Cannon st, liquidator. 
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Resolutions tor Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette.—FR1IDAY, Nov. 14, 


PRippy, STANLEY & Co, LTD 
BRITISH NEROLITE Co, LTD 
QUEENFISHER FLOUR Co, LTD 
SANTIAGO SYNDICATE, LTD. 
GOLDFINCH SYNDICATE, LTD 
Gorron RUBBER Co, LTD. 
ERNESTINA SYNDICATE, LTD 
COLEDALE SYNDICATE, LTD. 


RALPH, LTD 
SanTo & Co, LTD. 
NEw Carp Co, LTpD 
London Gazette TUESDAY, Nov. 18 
YATES HOLDEN & Co, LTp 
EMPLOYE! NATIONAL ASSOCIATION, LTD 
MARSH*‘LL, BROOKES & CHALKLEY, LTD. 
PROPERTY INSURANCE Co, LTD 
GLAMORGAN Brick Co, Ltp 
ARMSTRONG GOLD DREDGING LTb 
HOLLAND JOHNSTON PaTENTS, LTD 
B. SHAUL & Co, LTD 
ALHAMBRA (LEICESTER), LTD. 
ROMANERA CoprEen Co. LTD 
kK. W. Grice & Co, Lip 
EMPIRE SHIPPING CO, LTD 
MILLINERY TRADE PRESS, LTD 
MINAS AND Govaz. LTp 
THE STAR AND MORNING LEADER (1909), LTD. 
STAR NEWSPAPER (0, LTD 
GANGPORE SYNDICATE, LTD 
FENCHELLE SYNDICATE, LTD 
AUTOMATIC ADVERTISING Co, LTD, 
WESTERN ORUFU MINES, LTD 
OUNDLE INDUSTRIAL Co-OrPERATIVE SocrETy, LTD 


Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day ov Cuarm. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 14. 


», Groner Artuve, Kelvedon, Essex Dee 19 Randell 
eand Eve,JJ Sweet, Bb. dford row 


Werpaw™ and Another v Poo 


and Others, J« 


Under 22 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Crain, 
London Gazette,—Tusrspar, Nov. 11, 
Dec 14 


London Gazette 


Tvanes, James, Walthamstow Dowding, South sq, Gray’s inn 


FRIDAY, Nov. 14. 


ALLISON, WILLIAM Nicnotson, Longbenton, Northumberland, Gas Company's Official 
Dec 18 Reed & ¢ North Shields 

ANI FELIPE, Bogota, Colonbia Dee 27 Maxwell & Dampney, Bishopsgate 

BAKER, THOMAS, Liscard, Chester, Insurance Manazer Dee 31 Harrison & Burton 
Liver; ool 

BISSELL, JAMES BROAD, Bishops Steignton, Devon Dee 13 Hicklin & Co, Trinity sy 
Southwark 

Boots, JoHN WILLIAM, Fenton, Staffa Dee 13 Lumb, Leeds 

BRADLEY, HELEN MARIA. East Duiwich, *urrey Dee 10 Roberts & Co, Bristol 

BRAY, ELIZABETH JACKSON, Hampstead rd Dee 17 Crocker, St Swithin's In 

' 


RENNAN, ELIZARETH, Litherland, ur Liverpool, Shop Keeper Nov 30 Lynskey & Son, 


Liverpool 


Briper, Puxsr, Tooting Graveney, Surrey Dec 15 Marsden & Co, Heuri-_tta st, 
Cavendish s 

BUTLER, Ronet East Finchley Dee 31 Coward & Co, Mincing In 

CARPENTER, ARTHUR Bristow#, Croyd », Surrey Doc 0 Lendon & Carpenter, Budge 
row 

Copp, WILLIAM, Doncaster Dec 5 Dawson & Burgess, Doncaster 

COLLYNS, Rev CHARLES BAYLY, Plymstuck, Devon Dec 12 T & H Wolferstan, Ply- 
mouth 

DEARSLY, Rev WILLIAM AUGUsTUS St JoHN, Reach, Cambridge Dec 31 RC &S8S 
Burrows, Cambridge 

DIXON, RICHARD Epwitn, Benningholme, Yorks Dec 16 Mackrill & Cooper Hull 

DOUGLAS, EMILY MAUDE, Bramnam grdn, Earl's Court Doc ll Birch & Co, Friars, 
Chester 


ELLISON, GEORGE, Bywell Saint Peter, Northumberland Dec10 LC & H K Lockhart, 
Hexham 

FLINT, JOHN, Upper Tollington park Dec 23 

FOSTER, WILLIAM MAYNE, A'bert embankment, Vauxhall, 
Tavlor, Lincoln's Inn fields 

Ginson, JOHN, Penrith, Brewer’s Clerk Dec 15 Scott & Co, Penrith 

GRIFFEN, ALFRED ERNEST, M A, M R C8, L R C P, Middlesex Hospital 
Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

HANCOX, WILLIAM ANTHONY, Yardley, Worcester Jan 1 Lane & Co, Birmingham 

HANSFORD, THOMAS, Shipton George, Dorset Dec 20 Roper, Bridport 

HEMMANT, SARAH ANN, Norwich Decllt English, Norwich 

HENDY, MARY JANE, Gunnersbury mans, Chiswick Dec 15 Watson & Atkinson, Liver- 
pool 

HENSHAW, ISABEL JEAN MARGARET GRANT, Ringwood, Hants Dec 16 
Bedfurd row 

HORNBUCKLE, WILLIAM, Harding & 
Leicester 

HUGHES, ROBERT, Oakley cres, Chelsea Decl Starling & Wright, Gray's Inn sq 

Jones, JOHN, fur bridge Wells, Builder Dec 15 Jones, Tunbridge Wells 

Jones, SARAH, Buxton Dec 15 Watson & Atkinson. Liveip ol 

LowNDEs, THOMAS, Liverpool Dee 5 Laccs & Co, Liverpool 

MACKAY, HUGH GRAHAM, Minciug In, South Africa Agent Dec 15 Cooper & Co, 
Leadenhal! st 

MACKEE, FREDERICK ERNEST, Liverpo)l Dec 19 Hill & Co, Liverpool 

MATTHEWS, CHARLES JOSEPH FRLIX, Bridport pl, Hoxton, Pawnbruker 
borough & 38 ns, Thavies inn, Holborn 

MONKS, MARGARET, Manchester Dec 24 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

Bircham & Co, 


Julins & Co, Old Jewry 
Licensed Victualler Dec 1s 


Jan il 


Fowler & Co, 


Oadby, Leicester, Farmer Dec 10 Barnet , 


Dec 15 Altten- 


Muir, WILHELMINA Rosa, Palliser rd, West Kensinguon Dec 14 
Parliament st 
NEWSON, ALFRED BROOKS, O'd Newton, Suffolk, Farmer Dec 15 Hayward & Son, Stow 


market 
Nixon, Louisa, Great Eversden. Cambridge Dec 20 
NOAKES, WILLIAM, Appledore, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
Kent 
NoSWoRTHY, JOHN, Plymouth 


Squires, Cambridge 
Dec 6 Hallett & Co, Ashford, 


Dec 12 T & H Wolferstan, Plymouth 

PALEY, RoSA SARAH, Clapton Dec 15 Spottiswoode, Norfolk st 

PENNINGTON, ANNE, Liverp»ol Dee 18 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

PHILLIPS, WALTER JOHN, Piymouth Des 2) Jenkin & Co, Redruth ° 

REYNOLDS, SARAH HANNAM, Penkridge, Staffs Dec 17 Darnell! & Price, Northampton 

Ro..FE, MARY, Belton, Suffolk Dec18 Wiltshire & Co, Great Yarmouth 

SAUNDERS, JOHN KING GARBUTT, Preston, Brighton Dec 18 Holm :s & Co, Brizhton 

SHEPHEARD, ANNE, Paddington st, Bakerst Nov s0 Davey, John st, Bedford-row 

SHIELDS, SARAH, Gosforth, Nurthumberland Dec 15 Mather & Dickinson, Newcastle 
upon Tye 


SNAPE, THOMAS, JP, Liverpool Dec 14 North & Co, Liverpool 

SNOW, FREDERICK, HERBERT, Putney, Solicitor Dec 15 Peake & Co, Sleaford 
Lincs 

SPICER, ALICE AGNES, Bickley, Kent Dec 13 Ingle & Co, Capel house, New Broad st 


Swirt, CHARLES JOHN, Leather Merchant Dec 17 Darne.l & Price 
Northampton 

PHOMAS, ALFRED, Bris‘ol Dec 31 Heaven, Bristol 

rHOMSON, THOMAS FRAME, Highgate Dec 31 Budd & Co, Anstin friars 

W ADDINGTON, HARRY MILNES, Tennessee, USA Decl5 Peters & Ellis, Guildhall chmbrs, 
Basinghall st 

WALLER, ARTHUR, Limerston st, Chelsea 

WrvGwoop, Mrs MARGARET, Karnes, Surrey Dec 15 T[liffe & Co, Bedford row 

WILLIAMS, Rev EDWARD ADAMS, Southsea, Dc 24 Hobhs & Brutton, Portsmouth 

WILSON, WALTER, Nottingham Dec7 Green, Nottingnuam 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 18 


Northampton, 


Dee 12 Durrant & Co, Gracechurch st 


\IKMAN, SARAH ELiz\ Ropertson, Westbourne gdns, Paddington Dec 31 Hammond 
& Co, Great St. Helens 
APEDAILE, MARIAN VINCENT, Totton, Hants 
ARMER, EMILY, Newcastle-cn-Tyne Nov 28 
BATES, ‘HOMAS, Sudbury and Haverhill, 
Sudbury 
CHAPMAN, ROBERT SIONEY, Kennington, Kent 
CLARKE, ELIZABETH STAINTON, The Grove, Buitons 
hurst 
CLAKKE, JosEPH, Leyland nr Preston 
CooKSON, JANE ASH, Liverpool Dec 20 Bitesons & Co, Liverpool 
ELLIOT, BERTHA MARY, Euling Dec 29 Collyer Bristow & Co, 4, Bedford row 
ELY, ANNE, Liverpool Jan i7 Woodburn & Holme, Liverpool 
GRAY, EDWIN, Sutton Coldtield Dee 31 Mitchell & Chatteck, Birmingham 
GRIPFF/THS, the Rev PHILIP, Thistiewaite rd,Ciapton Dec 31 Daniell & Glover, Great 
Winchester st 
GRUNSHAW, NANCY, Oswaldtwistle, Lancaster Dec 1 Ferguson, Blackburn 
HARDON,’ ALBERT EDWARD, Heatoa C 1avel, Lancs Calico Printers’ Salesman 
Sidebotham & Sidebotham, Svockport 
HITCHMOUGH, THOMAS ARTHUR, Compayne gdns, Hampstead Dennis & Co, 
Lincoln's tnn fields 
HouLMES, GEORGE ALFRED, Kin eston upon Hull 
LEADBEATER, SIMEON, Buroham, Sumerset, 
Topham, M irfield 
GORDON-LEN NOX, Lady 
Lincoln's inn fel s 
LEWIS, LEWIS CHARL&S, Venezuela, South America, Railway Inspector 
Bethesda, N Wales 


Dec 30 Kimber & Co, Old Jewry 
Keenlyside & Forster, Newe+stle-on Tyne 
Suffolk, Sulicitor Dec 1 Bates & Wells, 


Nov 29 
Dec 17 


Kings‘ord & Co, Ashford 
Johnson & Clarence, Mid- 


Dee 1 Ferguson, B ackburn 


Dec 25 
Dec 20 


Stuart, Hull 
Dee 18 


Dec 19 


Laundry Proprietor Wilson & 


AUGUSTA MEHETABEL, Tonbridge Dec 20 Upperton & Co, 


Dec 30 Evan’, 








THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MoOooORGATE sSTHREBEDT, LOonNypPonm, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation 


Suitable Ciauses for insertion in Leases ur Morigages of Licensed Property, Settied by Counsel, 


application. 


will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


The Corporation also 


insures risks in connecticn with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. — 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


— INSTITUTED 1858. — 





For the Relief of Poor and Necessitous Solicitors and Proctors in England and Wales: 
and their Wives, Widows and Families. 





MEETING of the Members will be held at the LAW 
LONDON, on THURSDAY, the 4th day of DECEMBER 


The ANNUAL GENERAL 
SOCIETY'S HALL, CHANCERY LANE, 





at 2 o'clock p.m., when the Board will present their Report, and Directors and Auditors 
will be elected for the ensuing year. 
The 53rd ANNIVERSARY FESTIVAL will take place on THURSDAY, the 4th day of 


DECEMBER, at the LAW SOCIETY’S HALL, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, at 7.39 p.m. 


W. TROWER, Esq. (President of the Law Society), in the Chair. 


Donations and Subscriptions to he included on the 
Festival List are earnestly solicited. - «= 





Dinner Tickets (25s. each) can be obtained at the Offices of the Association, 2, STONE BUILDINGS, 
Lincoty’s Inn, Lonpon, W.C. 
THOS. GILL, Secretary. 


STOCKER, GEORGE BERTRAM, Iinden gdns, Bayswater Dec 16 Hunter & Haynes, 
New sq 

THOMSON, JoHN BUSTER COOKE, South Farnborough, Hants Dec 16 Durrant & Co 
Gracechurch st 

THURSFIELD, ROBERT CAREY, Manchester Dec 31 Allen & Co, Manchester 


Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl, strand 
Burnham, Somerset Dec 20 Stenning, Cannon 


LYNE, WILLIAM HENRY, Enfield Dee 31 
MABERLY, GEORGE FREDERICK, 


st 
MAW, MARGARET, Southport Dec 31 Wilmot,& Hodge, Southport 
MokA, FAUSTO, Nice, France Dec 20 Paines & Co, St Helen's pl 
MORGAN, JOHN PIERPONT, New York, USA Dec 18 Bircham & Co, New Broad st 
NANKIVELL, JOHN HENRY,{ Upper Swell, Gloucester, Farmer Dec 15 Kendal, Bourton 
on the Water 


TRINDER, JAMES, Hastings Dec 31 Jones & Glenister, Hastings 

PARTRIDGE, MARY ANN, Worcester Dec22 Lord & Parker, Worcester TURNBULL, MARY ELIZABETH, Folkestone Dec 20 Lowless & Co, Great St Hele 1s 
PRESTON, FANNY EMILY, Clevedon, Somerset Dec 31 O'Donoghue « Forbes, Bristol | WADLEY, ELIZABETH PERKS, Bidford, Warwick Dec 31 Slatter & Co, Stratford upon 
SIMONS, FANNY EVELYN HARRIS, Green W eald, urScvenoass, Kent Dec 15 Hyde & Avon 


Co, Ely pl WINTERBOTTOM, ELIZABETH, Blachpool Dec 31 Briggs, Padiham 














PECOVER, GEORGE ETHERIDGE, Houn-low, Warehouseman 
Brentford Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 7 

PRATT, HERBERT SyDNEY, Dover, Builder Canterbury 
Pet No- 7 Ord Nov 7 

PRITCHARD, ARTHUR, Merthyr Tydfil, Licensed Victualler 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

RAWSON, FREDERICK ERNEST, Manchester, Journeyman 
Sto:emas n Manchester Pet Nuv 7 Ord Nov 7 

REES, WILLIAM, Linas Powis, Glam, Builder  Card.ff 
Pet Nov 7 Ord Nov 7 

SAUNDERS, GEOLGE, Gai ve:ton, Norfolk, Farmer Norwich 
Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov7 

SHEFFIELD, ALFRED GWYNNE, Wellington, Salop, Iron- 
monzer Shrewsbury Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 7 

SHUTTLEWORTH, THOMAS, Kelbrook, Yorks, Farmer 
Bradford Pet Nov6 Ord Nové 

SMITHER, WILLIAM ALFRED, Dorchester, 
Dorchester Pet Nov6 Ord Nov6 

STEIN, MICHAEL, Devonport, Hat and Cap Manufacturer 
Plymouts Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov 7 

WILDISH, EBENEZER JAMES, 8S Woodford, Essex, Hosier 
ac High Court Pet Oct 10 Ord Nov 7 

WILSON, CHARLES, Clifton, Beds, Farmer Bedford Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Novs 

Woop, R CLAUDE, Torquay, Tailor High Court Pet Sept 
5 Urd Nov 4 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—TuESDAY, Nov. 11. 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ARMITAGE, ALFRED, Leeds, Joiner's Manager Leeds P.t 
Nov 5 Ord Nov 5 
sAINBRIDGE, HENRY, Middleton in Teescale, Durham | 
Stockton Tees Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov 6 
BRETT. ROBERT FREDERICK MEDWIN, Faversham, Kent, 
Signalman Canterbury Pe. Nov 10 O:d Nov10 
BRIDGES, EDWARD JOHN, Preston, Glos, Farmer Swindon 
: Pet Nov 6 Ord Nov 6 
BURGESS, WILLIAM, Chipstead, Surrey, Farmer 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
DICKINSON, CHARLES RICHARD, Sutton cn Sea, Linc.In 
G ocer Boston Pet suv 8 U.d Nov 8 
DONALD, WILLIAM CAMPBELL, Newca:tle- upon - Tyne, 
Domestic Machinery Deaier Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
: Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 6 
DUNCAN, MALCOLM W ALLACE, Perham rd, West Kensington 
D Aviator High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord Nov 7 
UVALL, ALFRED CHARLES, Adelaide rd, South Hampstead 
. High Court Pet Sept v5 Od Novs 
“ARLE, THOMAS HENRY! Portsmouth, Grocer Portsmouth 
Pet Nuv 8 Ord Nov 8 
ECCLESTON, JAMES JOB, Wordsley, Staffs, Publican Stour- 
: bridge Pet Sept 26 Ord Nov 7 
“LLIs, WILLIAM ROBERTS, Corwen, Merioneth, Physician 
, Wr.xham Pet Nuv5 Ord Nov5 
LOOD-MURRAY, MARJORIE MARY, Battle, Sussex Hast- 
« ins Pet Nov6 Oru Nov 6 
7ARDNER, ARTAUR FRANCIS, St Mary Axe High Court 
we Pet Sept 17 Ord Nov 7 
INT, GEORGE JAMES, Bishopsgate, Jeweller High C 
. AMES ate, J ] igh C 
; _Pet Oct 21 Ord Nov7 std 4 or 
ONES, DAVID JENKYN, Llangonwyd, Glam, Farmer Car- 
x diff Pet Sept 25 O:d Nov 8 
EY, J 'S* PH, Salford, Lancs, Warehouseman Manchester 
Ku Pet Nov6 Ord Nov 6 
—= HENRY ADOLPH, Seven Sisters rd, Tottenham 
tin ker Edmonton Pet Oct 4 Ord Nov8 
NDER, JOHN W ILLIAM, Lowton, nr Leigh, Lancs, Fa) m-r 
ioe Pet Nov 7 O:d Nov 7 
NGE, MAX, Moorgate st, American Iawyer Kingston, 
Surrey Pet Oct 7 Ord Nov 7 


| 


Croydon 


, Builder 


Amended Notice sub:tituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of July 1s: 
30GDANOWIEZ, MARIA GEORGE FRANCOIS ANTOINE de 

Rosco, Cavendish pl High Court Pet Mar 6 Ord 
July 15 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
Londou Gazette of Sept 23 : 
DAY, JOSEPH EDuUND DUVAL, Manor pk, Essex, Engineer 
High Court Pet sept 18 Oru Sept 18 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov 14.. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALLCOTT, EDWARD, Birmingham, Grocer 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nouv lz 
BAARS, BARNETT, Hackney rd. Shoreditch, Wardrobe 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov 1l Ord Nov 11 
BIRCHALL, WILLIAM HENRY, Atherton, Lancs, Farmer 
Bolton Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov ll 


sirmingham 





JOINER, GEORGE, Margate, Umnibus Proprietor 


CATHIE, LESLIE Roy, Lee, Kent, Variety Artist High 
Court Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov il 

CHAFEN, WALTER HEN«yY, Brigg, Lines, Confectioner 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov lo 

CROWTHER, WILLIAM South Hiendley, nr Barnsley, 
Innkeeper Barnsiey Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

CURPHEY, A, St James’ st High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord 
Nov il 

DaViks, DAVID, Llanelly, Builder Carmarthen Pet Nov 1 
Ord Nov 1% 

Donpson, HAMLET, Leeds, Cummercial Traveller 
Pet Nov 12 Ord NovJ2 

DowsETT, WILLIAM, brentwoo!, Essex, Farmer Chelms- 
ford Pet Uct 20 Urd Nov 10 

FIDDEN, ELIZABETH, Chich: ster, Dressmaker 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

FIELDS, ALFRED WALTER, Darlington, Dairyman Durham 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

FOXHALL, JOSIAH, Pontypridd, Colliery Lampman Ponty- 
pridd Pet Nov 12 urd Nov 12 J 

GLOVER, HENRY, Walworth rd, Pork Butcher High 
Court Pet Novll Ord Novil 

GRAHAM, WALTER HENKY, St Leonards on Sea, Stationer 
Hastings Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM, Pontypridd, Baker Pontypridd Pet 
Novll Ord Nov ll 

GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM HARRY, Worcester Worcester Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 8 

Hewitt, JoHN ALBERT, Bowdon, Cheshire, Grocer Man} 
chester Pet Nouv lz Ord Nov 12 

HOLDSWORTH, CHAKLES, Clapham rd, Butcher High 
Court Pet Nov 12 vrd Nov 12 

fivueHES, HARRY BENJAMIN, Southsea, Musicai Instru- 
mant Repairer Pu:tsmouti Pet Nov 10 Ord Nuv 
10 

JERRARD, AQUILA, Damerham, Wilts, Farmer, Sal'sbury 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

JOHNSTONK, ERNEST, North Featherstone, 
Publican Wakefield Pet Oct 30 Ord Nov 


Leeds 


Brighton 






Ye rks, 
0 
Canter- 


bury Pet Nov 1l Ord Nov il 

KIND, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Leicester 
Nov 1l Ord Nov il 

LANGDALE, GEORGE, West Hartlepool, Picture Framer 
Sunderland Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

LAYBOURN, CATHERINE, Old Shariston, Yorks Wakefeld 
Pet Novll Ord Nov ll 


Lei ester Pet 








go 


Lereree, WILLIAM, Guilfori pl, Russell sq 
Pet Sept 30 Ord Nov 12 

LEWIS, EMILY MARY, Bournemouth 
Ord Nov 10 

Lewis, HYMAN, 
Pet Oct 16 





Poole Pet Nov 


Sheffield, Merchant Sheffield 
Ord Nov 10 
LuUmMiey, THOMAS, Norton, Yorks, Ce 
borough Pet Novil Ord Nov lil 
Lustep, James VIDLER, Ebernoe, Kirdford, Sussex, Miller 
trighton Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
MARRIOTT, FREDERICK, Wellingborough, 
Northampton Pet Nov lt Ord Nov ll 
MERCHANT, FREDERICK JAMES, Amesbury, Wilts, 
Merchant Salisbury Pet Nov12 Ord Nov lz 
MILLAR, LENNOX, Menthope, York, Farmer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
PAYNE, SYDNEY HAROLD, Piddletrenthide, near 
chester, Fruiterer Dorchester Pet Nov 12 
Nov 12 
PHILLIPS, JOUN 
Ashton under Lyne 
PHILPOT, FRANK HENDEN, 
Nov ll Ord Nov ll 
PLEDGE, ALBERT, Brighton, Dripping Mercn 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov lz 
PRESS FREDERICK WILLIAM, Brislington, Bris‘ol, 
Engineer Bristol Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 10 
PRESTED, Male, «St John,s park, Holloway, Electrical 
Engineer High Court Pet Aug 28 (rd Nov 12 
RICHARDS, JOHN SAMEUL, Kings'on upon Hall Electric 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
ROBERTS, DAVID, Talgarth, Brecknock, Hereford 
Nov l2 Od Nov 12 
Suirn, Lewis, Saint Thomas’ rd, Hackney, Assista xt in 
Boot Business High Court Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov! 
STALLWOOD, ERNEST, West Wycombe, Bucks, Farm 
Labourer Aylesbury Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
STAPLEY, FREDERICK _WALKER, Peterborough, 
Peterborough Pet Nov i0 Ord Nov 10 
STEPHENSON, J G L, Mount Park cres, Ealing, Civil En 
gineer High Court Pet Sept 4 Ord Nov 10 
TALBOT, JOHN FARROW, Leamington Spa Warwick 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
THOMAS, JoserH Henry, Newport, Mon, Chee 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 12 
TURNER, EDWARD, Scarborough, Licensed 
Searborough Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
WADE, JAMES, Steeton, Yorks, Joiner Bradford 
29 Ord Novil 
WILLIAMS, RoBert, Aberaman, Aberdare, 
dare Pet Novil Ord Nov 1l 
WILLAMS, WILLIAM ELEDER, Swansea, 
Pet Novil Ord Nov lil 
WoopWARD, GrorGE, Kenilworth, Warwick, 
Coventry Pet Nov il Ord Nov 11 
WooLLeY, ERNEST, Mayfield, Staffs, 
Trent Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov. 7: 


PHANINDRA NATH, St George's av, S Ealing, 
Brentford Pet Oct 9 Ord Nov 5 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
BAARs, BARNETT, Hackney rd, Shoreditch, Wardrobe 
Dealer Nov 24at12 Bankruptcy bidgs Carey st 
BASU, PHANINDRA NATH, St Georze's av, South Ealing 
Law Student Nov 25at12 14, Bedford row 
BEAN, CHARLES WALTER, Cheshunt, Heris, 
Nov 25 at 3 14, Bedford row 
SERRY, THOMAS, Mossley, Lancs, Coal 
2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
BRIDGES, EDWARD JOHN, Preston, Glos, Farmer 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 28, Regent circus, Swindon 
CATHIE, LESLIE Roy, Lee, Kent, Var.ety Artist 
1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
CURPHEY, A, St James’ st v 24 at 11.30 
bldgs, Carey st 
DICKINSON, CHARLES RICHARD, 
Grocer Nov25at2 Off Rec, 
DONALD, WILLIAM CAMPBELL, Newcastle upon Tyne, 
Domestic Machinery Dealer Nov 25 at 11 Off Rec, 
30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
EARLE, THOMAS HENRY, Copnor, Portsmouth, 
Nov 25 at 3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, 
Portsmouth 
FIRLDEN, ELIZABETH, Chichester, Dressmaker Noy 
11.80 Off Rec, 12A, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
FINE, ISAAC, Cross Keys, Mon, Outfitter Nov ag at 11 
Rec, 144, Commercial st, Mon 


General 


yal Leader Scar- 


Brick!ayer 


Coal 


Dor 
Ord 
under Lyne, Joiner 
Ord Nov 11 
Wandsworth 


WILLIAM, Ashton 
Pet Oct 22 


Balham hill Pet 


ant Brighton 


Motor 


an 


Pet 


Builder 


Pet 
se Factor 
Victualler 
Pet Oct 
Builder Aber 
Chemist Swansea 
Dairyman 


Miller Burton on 


BASU, Law 


Student 


Decorator 


Agent Nov 24 at 

Noy 24 
Nov 24 at 
Bankruptcy 


Sutton on Sea, Lincoln, 
4 and 6, West st, Bostou 


Grocer 
High st, 


22 at 


High Court | 


10 } 


ort | 
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GLOVER, Hgeyry, Walworth rd, Pork Butcher Nov 25 
atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM HARRY, Worcester 
Off Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
HOLDSWORTH, CHARLES, Clapham rd, Butcher 
11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
HvuGHES, HARRY BENJAMIN, Southsea. Musical Instru- 
m-nt Repairer Nov 25 at 4 Off Kec, Cambridge 
June, High st, Portsmouth 
HUTTON, GEORGE, Manchester, 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
JEFFERSON, CHARLES, High Wycombe, 
Nov 24at 11.30 1, 8t Aldate’s Oxford 
JERRARD, AQUILA, Dameiham, Wilts, Farmer Nov 25 
at 11.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 
KEY, JOSEPH, Salfor/, Lancs, Warehouseman Nov v4 at 
3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
KIND, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Leicester 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Kurtz, HENRY ADOLPH, Seven Sisters road, 
Baker Nov 24at 3 14, Bedford row 
LANDER, JOHN WILLIAM, Lowton, nr 
Farmer Nov 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, 
solton 
LEF« VRE, WILLIAY, Guilford pl, Russell sq Nov 25 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 
LEVIND, JOHN, Britndir, Glam, Outfitter Nov 26 at 2.30 
Off Kec, County Court, town Hall, Merthyr Tydfil 
LEWIS, EMILY MARY Bournemouth Nov 24 at 2.30 
chester chmors, Yelverton rd, Bournemouth 
LUMLEY, THOMAS, Norton, Yorks, Coal Leader 
4.30 Uff Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 
LUSTED, JAMES VIVLER, Kirdford, Sussex, Miller 
atl2 Of Ree, 124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 
PATTENDEN, WILLIAM ERNEST, Lydden, nr Dover, Green- 
grocer Nov 22atl1l Off Rec, 684, Castle st, Canter- 
bury 
PECOVER, GEORGE ETHERIDGE, Hounslow, Warehouseman 
Nov 24 at 12 14, Bedford row 
PLEDGE, ALBERT, Brighton, Dripping Merchant 
atll Off Rec, 12a, Mar.borough pl, Brighton 
PRESTED, ——, St John’s pk, Holloway, Electrical Engineer 
Nov 26at 11 Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 
PRITCHARD, ARTHUR, Merthyr Tydil, Licensnd Victualler 
Nov 26 at 3 Off Rec, County Court, Town Hall, 
Merthyr Tydfil 
RAWSON, FREDERICK ERNEST, 
Jou neyman Stonemason 
Byrom st, Manchester 
RICHAKDS, JOHN SAMUEL, Kingston upon Hull, F lectrician 
Nov 25 at 11.30 Off Res, York City Bank chmbrs, 
Lowgate, Hull 
Sutin, Lewis, 8t Thomas rd, Hackney, Assistant in Boot 
Business Nov 26 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
SMITHER, WILLIAM ALFRED, Dorchesver, Builder Nov 25 
at 12.30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- 
bury 
STEPHENSON, J G L, Mount Park cres, Ealing, Civil En- 
gineer Nov 26at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
TALBOT, JOHN FARROW, Leamington Spa Nov 26 at 11 
Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
WADE, JAMES, Steeton, Yorks, 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 
WHITE, WILLIAM ALFRED, Finchampstead, Berks, Butcher 
Nov 27 at 12 The Queen's Hotel, Reading 
WILSON, CHARLES, Clifton, Beds, Farmer Nov 22 at 2.30 
Messrs Halliley and Morrison's Office, 26, Mull st, 
Bedford 
W OoDWARD, 
Nov 25 at il 


Nov 24 at 11.30 


Nov 25 at 


Tailor Nov 25 at3 Off 


Bucks, Builder 


Nov 24 at il 
Tottenham, 


Leigh, Lancs, 
19, Exchange st, 


Dor- 
Nov 25 at 


Nov 22 


Nov 22 


Openshaw, Manchester 
Nov 14 at 3.30 Off Rec, 


Joiner Nov 22ati1l Off 


GEORGE, 
Off Kec, 8, 


Kenilworth, Warwick, 

High st, 

Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 11: 

McQuIK, FREDERICK GEORGE, Heddington, 
Farmer Nov 19 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
Swindon 


Dairyman 
Coventry 


Amended 


Calne, Wilts 
28, Regent circus, 


ADJUDICATIONS. , 
ALLCoTT, EpwarRpD, Birmingham, Grocer 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Novil2 
3AARS, BARNETT, Hackney rd, Shoreditch, 
Dealer High Court Pet Nov 11 
BERRY, THOMAS, Mossley, Lancs, Coal 
under Lyne Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 11 
BIRCHALL, WILLIAM HENRY, Atherton, Lancs, 
Bolton Pet Novilt Ord Novll 
CAUSTON, ERNEST ST GEORGE, Great Marloorough st 
High Court Pet July5 Ord Nov 1! 
CHAFEN, WALTER HENRY, Brigg, Lincs, 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


Birmingham 
Wardrobe 


Ord Nov li 


Agent Ashton 


Farmer 


Confectioner 





204th Year of the Office. The 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
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Law Courts Branch : 


FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 
Heap @uene 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C. 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


SICKNESS and DISEASE 


PLATE GLASS. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C, 


W. COUSINS' District Manager, 





COLCLOUGH, CHARLES, Longton, Stoke on Trent, Earthen- 
ware Manufacturer Stoke upon Trent Pet Nov 6 
Ord Nov il 

CoRNISH, Lieut P V, Horse Guards av High Court Pet 
Sept 16 Urd Novil 

CROWTHER, WILLIAM, South Hiendley, nr Barnsley, Inn- 
keeper Barnsley Pet Novil Ord Nov 11 

DAVID, ARTHUR CHARLES, and GEORGE CHARLES Jonny. 
SON, Bermondsey wall, Slate Merchants High Court 
Pet Sept 25 Ord Nov ll 

Dosson, HAMLET, Leeds, 9 ommercial 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Novi 

DUNSTAN, HUGH isannanene, Shaftesbury av High 
Court Pet Sept18 Ord Nov 11 

FIELDEN, ELI74BETH, Chichester, 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

FIELDS, ALFRED WALTER, Darlington, Dairyman Durham 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Fring, Isaac, Cross —_ Outfitter Newport, Pet 
Oct 22 Ord Nov8 

FOXHALL, JOSIAH, Syme. + wad Lampman Ponty- 
pridd’ Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 1 

GLOVER, Henry, Walworth rd, Pork Butcher High Court 
Pet Novll Ord Nov 11 

GRAHAM, WALTER HENRY, St Leonards on Sea, Stationer 
Hastings Pet Novi12 Ord Noviz 

GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM, + ieee Baker Pontypridd 
Pet Nov ll Ord Nov 1 

GRIFFITHS, WILLIAM Banas, Worcester Worcester Pet 
Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 

HAINES, DENIS, W “p= Salvage Master Dorches‘er 
Pet Sept 22 Ord N 2 

HEWITT, JOHN ALBER?, ioe. Cheshire, Grocer Man- 
chester Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

HuGHEs, HARRY BENJAMIN, Southsea, Hants, 
Instrument Repairer Portsmouth 
Nov 10 

Isaacs, LIONEL, Stoney In, Houndsditch, Dealer in Fancy 
Goods High Court Pet Sept26 Ord Nov 11 

JERRARD, AQUILA, Damerham, Wilts, Farmer Salisbury 
Pet Nov lv Ord Nev 10 

JOINER, GEORGE, Margate, Omnibus Proprietor 
bury Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

KIND, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Leicester 
Novil Ord Novil 

KNOWLES, [ARTHUR JOHN, Ironmonger In 
Pet June i4 urd Nov 10 

LAFFITLE, LOUIS, Upper Berkeley st, Portman sq, Hair 
dresser High Court Pet Oct 8 Ord Nov 12 

LANGDALE, GEORGE, West Hartlepool, Picture Framer 
Sunderland Pet Novil Ord Nov il 

LAYBOURN, CATHERINE, Old Sharlston, Yorks Wakefield 
Pet Nuv 11 Ord Nov 11 

LEWIS, EMILY MARY, Bournemouth Poole Pet Nov 10 
Ord Nov 10 

Lewis, HYMAN, Sheffield, General Merchant 
Pet Oct 16 Ord 1l 

LUMLEY, THOMAS, Norton, Yorks, Coal Leader Scarborough 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov ll 

MARRIOTT, FREDERICK, Wellingborough, Northampton, 
Bricklayer Northampton Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov ll 

MERCHANT, FREDERICK , JAMES, Amesbury, Wilts, Cval 
Merchant -alisbury Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

MILLAR, LENNOX, Menthorpe, Yorks, Farmer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

ORDWAY, ALBERT ROBERT, Whitehorse st, Stepney, Meat 
Carrier High Court Pet Nov 8 Ord ‘Nov 8 

PAYNE, SYDNEY HAROLD, Piddletrenthide, nr Dorchesser, 
Fruiterer Dorchester Pet Nov 12 Urd Nov 12 

PHILPOT, FRANK HENDEN, Balham hill Wandsworth 
Pét Novli Ord Novil 

RICHARDS, JOHN SAMUEL, Kingston upon Hull, Electrician 
Kingston »pon Hull Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

ROBE.Ts, DAVID, Talgarth, Brecknock Hereford Pet 
Nov 12 Ord Nov lz 

RUSSELL, GEORGE FLETCHER, Kirbymoorside, Yorks 
Machinist Northallerton Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 8 

SMITH, Lewis, Saint Thomas rd, Hackney, Assistant in 
Boot Business High Court Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

STALLWOOD, ERNEST, West Wycombe, Bucks, Farm 
Labourer Aylesbury Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

STAPLEY, FREDERICK WALKER, Peterborough, Builder 
Peterborough Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

TALBOT, JOHN FARROW, Leamington Spa Warwick Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

TURNER, EDWARD, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler 
Scarborough Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

WADE, JAMES, Steeton, Yorks, Joiner Bradford Pet Oct 
29 Ord Nov 12 

WILLIAMS, ROBERT, Aberaman, es Builder Aber- 
dare Pet Novll Ord Novl 

WILLIAMS, WILLIAM ELEDER, beeen, Chemist Swansea 
vet Nov ll Ord Nov li 

WoopWARD, GEORGE, Kenilworth, Warwick, Dairyman 
Coventry Pet Novll Ord Nov 11 

WOOLLEY, ERNEST, Maytield, Stafford, Miller Burton on 
Trent Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER KESCINDED. 
PURVIS, THOMAS, Heswall, Chester Birkenhead Ree 
Ord Mar 18, 1912 Adjud April 3, 1912 Rese & Anoul 
Nov 4, 1913 


Traveller Leeds 
Dressmaker 


srighton 


Mon 


Musical 
Pet Novl0 Ord 


Canter- 
Pet 
High Court 


Leicester 


Shefiield 


ORTGAGES.—Messrs. H. E. Foster &7 
Cranriztp have £100,000 to Lend, in any 
amounts, on the following :— 

1, Freehold and Leasehold City and West-end 
Properties. 
2. Agricultural Estates or Residential Prop 
erties. 4 
8. Large or Small po A. o onege with Flats 
over; only good pos: 
Properties immediately toa Send details # 
6, Poultry, London, E,C, 
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